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Summary 
What happens when the spaces of grassroots digital subcultures encounter those of 
institutions? This thesis examines Whe SheQRPeQRQ Rf ¶cROOecWiRQV PakeUVSaceV·, or 
public spaces within cultural institutions that encourage experimental interactions 
with cultural artefacts through digitally-mediated making and learning practices.  
I begin by working from a genealogical approach to locate collections makerspaces 
as parts of a wider historical lineage of sociotechnical transformations amongst 
makerspaces (from hackspaces to media labs) and cultural institutions in the U.K. 
from the 1970s onward, relations increasingly characterised by institutional 
partnerships. I engage with a critical theoretical framework of space and power to 
explore how the spatiality of collections makerspaces is constituted out of the 
practices, imaginaries and relations of multiple actors. This enables me to situate 
space-making as a process, which may reinforce or resist institutional logics. 
I then explore the empirical findings of my fieldwork as researcher-in-residence at 
four collections makerspaces in London at Tate Britain, Tate Modern, the British 
Museum and the Wellcome Collection. Working with a qualitative ethnographic 
and action research methodology, I draw from 255 hours of participant observation, 
67 chats with site users, expert interviews with 38 facilitators, and 4 creative 
interventions to explore the circumstances of each field site, the experiences of 
those who are involved in it, and how it interacts with its host institution.  
I conclude by arguing that collections makerspaces provide significant value to 
cultural institutions and publics alike, because they facilitate new opportunities for 
the cultural hegemony of museum logics to be examined, contested and 
transformed through material participation. I propose the spatial frame of 
¶decRXSaged VSace· as a lens to explore the informal cultural production of other 
kinds of co-creational digital spaces within institutions. This allows me to assert 
the broader social impacts of sites of this kind, by articulating the power-
geometries of agency, access, diversity and mobility that they can reframe.  
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Foreword 
 
My motivation for this research began with my first encounters with the Tate 
Digital Studio in 2013 while working as Curation and Co-design Lead at the 
Mozilla Foundation as a maker and organiser of digital tools and communities. 
 
Much of my work at the time involved beta-testing Webmaker, a suite of open 
source tools for opening up the building blocks of the web through making and 
remixing, while trying to understand how these tools might work for different 
kinds of communities. It was suggested that I collaborate with Tate Learning staff 
to co-create something that might be useful to large cultural institutions. We 
decided to build a prototype, made up of free digital curriculum packs that would 
help museum staff engage with open source and remix culture principles. 
 
This was the first time I had seen a large art institution like the Tate Britain 
encourage something so radical within its walls, and I wondered whether the 
particularities of the Taylor Digital Studio where we had been working - which 
seemed at once to be a central part of Tate, while also enjoying its own kind of 
autonomy - had something to do with it. During this time, I tried (and failed) to 
find research on the Digital Studio and other spaces like it in the U.K., and was left 
with many questions. I wanted to understand how spaces like the Digital Studio 
PighW chaQge SeRSOe·V SeUceSWiRQV Rf PXVeXPs, and also of themselves. 
 
My preoccupation with these ideas led me to give up my role as a producer of 
digitally-mediated spaces, and become a researcher (and, at times, co-designer) of 
them instead. With this move, my intent has been to contribute to a shared and 
critical understanding of the interactions of creative digital spaces, the kinds of 
practices they are co-constituted alongside, and their relations with their hosts. 
 
This thesis is thus an account not only of spaces, but also of space-making itself. 
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1. Introduction and research context 
 
"As more people enjoy and become accustomed to participatory learning and 
entertainment experiences, they want to do more than just ¶attend· cultural events 
[…] They expect the ability to discuss, share, and remix what they consume. When 
people can actively participate with cultural institutions, those places become  
central to cultural and community life." 
 
 ² Nina Simon, 2010 
 
In the past decade, a number of factors have combined to enable the emergence of 
LRQdRQ·V fiUVW ¶cROOecWiRQV PakeUVSaceV·, a term I will use throughout this thesis to 
refer to public spaces within cultural institutions that encourage experimental 
interactions with a cultural collection through digitally-mediated making and 
learning practices (Braybrooke 2018). Meanwhile, in 2018, 21 people who either 
lived or worked in the same postcode as the Tate Modern museum in London, an 
area where social housing blocks still coexist alongside luxury investment 
properties, gathered with the Cuban artist Tania Bruguera in Tate Exchange to 
write a manifesto that would pop up when visitors connected to the museuP·V fUee 
wi-fi. It stated, in part: "We, the Neighbours of Tate Modern, believe in a culture of 
cRQQecWiRQ, ZheUe ¶Ze· iV XVed iQVWead Rf ¶XV aQd WheP·. A cXOWXUe ZheUe eYeU\RQe iV 
accountable to each other while creating and sustaining a safe and open space to be 
together [...] We believe that oppressed communities contribute culturally, socially 
and politically to the betterment of all. In times when thoughts and words are not 
eQRXgh, acWiRQV PXVW becRPe RXU cRPPRQ OaQgXageµ (Tate 2018b, n.p.).  
 
Projects like Tate Neighbours, which aim to foster connections between museums 
and their local communities, have emerged in a period of rapid growth across the 
cultural sector, which despite the pressures of austerity is currently estimated to 
be growing at a faster rate than the U.K. economy itself1. Growth, however, does 
not necessarily mean greater access for more diverse parts of the U.K. population. 
While museums have drawn ever-larger numbers of international tourists through 
their doors, for example, visitors from England accounted for less than 50% of 
museum visits from 2017-18, with numbers falling most drastically in London 
 
1 DCMS economic estimates state that the cultural sector contributed £29.5bn to the U.K. economy in 
2017, a 7.2% rate increase on the £27.5bn contributed in 2016. In comparison, the U.K. economy itself grew at a 
rate of 4.8% (DCMS 2018b). 
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(DCMS 2018a). Meanwhile, the data continues to reveal stratifications of museum 
engagement according to privilege2, with white ethnic groups, upper socio-economic 
groups and adults without a long-standing disability engaging with cultural 
institutions aW ´VigQificaQWO\ higheUµ UaWeV WhaQ RWheU gURXSV (DCMS 2018a, n.p.; 
Warwick Commission 2015).  
 
The association of geographic and socioeconomic circumstances to asymmetries in 
arts participation is especially visible in London, where data reveals a distinct 
cRUUeOaWiRQ beWZeeQ aQ iQdiYidXaO·V eQgagePeQW iQ ¶high·3 culture and the 
neighbourhood they live in (DCMS 2016), and the effects of these stratifications 
haYe QRW gRQe XQQRWiced. IQ 2018, TaWe MRdeUQ·V diUecWRU FUaQciV MRUUiV VWaWed Whe 
TaWe ´UeaOO\ [dReV] ZaQW WR be a ORcaO PXVeXP, aQd acWXaOO\ Ze dRQ·W UeaOO\ kQRZ 
ZhaW WhaW PeaQVµ. She said she had found it ´chaVWeQiQgµ WR PeeW ZiWh TaWe 
NeighbRXUV aQd ´heaU WhaW, deVSiWe OiYiQg a feZ PiQXWeV· ZaOk aZa\ Whe\ did QRW 
feeO iQYiWed WR [TaWe·V] gaOOeUieVµ (Mead 2018, 31). The primary worry here for 
museum staff like Morris is that if arts participation continues to correlate so 
clearly with matters of race, class and ethnicity, British museums will merely 
continue to reinforce the hegemonic traditions that have long reinforced these 
kinds of structural inequities. By attempting to address asymmetries of access 
through new modes of participation, the field sites of this thesis have become key 
actors in these interactions, their digitally-mediated practices used as mechanisms 
for social change.  
 
As I discuss in greater depth in Chapter 2, the participatory experiments 
introduced by museums to encourage more diverse public access to their collections 
have not only emerged from the worries of museum staff themselves. They are also 
the results of an increasingly competitive political economy which has defined the 
distribution of wealth and power across the cultural and creative industries in 
Britain, the circumstances of which have led to fundamental transformations in 
museum practices and subjectivities. Following what has been typically referred to 
as the ¶UefOe[iYe WXUQ· (Ross 2004) which accompanied the new museology debates 
 
2 While data from Whe DeSaUWPeQW fRU DigiWaO, CXOWXUe, Media aQd SSRUW·V ¶TakiQg PaUW· UeSRUW VhRZV WhaW 
engagement has increased for all age groups since 2005-06 when it was at its lowest, it also shows that 
engagement amongst white ethnic groups has increased the most, and there is a downward trend in overall 
participation since 2013-14. The Taking Part report is commissioned by the DCMS in collaboration with Arts 
Council England, Sport England and Historic England, and it interviews 10,000 adults across England each year. 
3 Here I refer to the publicly-held products of cultural institutions, as opposed to those of popular culture. 
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that questioned the primacy and elitism of museums from the 1970s onward, the 
supposed objectivity of the museum as a protector of national culture has been 
widely questioned. Expansive cuts to public spending under the Conservative 
government of Margaret Thatcher caused further malaise across the sector, with 
museum visits dropping by 55% in the mid 1980s (Kendall 2013).  
 
IQ Whe 1990V aQd 2000V, TRQ\ BOaiU·V New Labour government attempted to 
instrumentalise public funding for the arts and their value to society by 
reintroducing universal free admission to national museums, along with the 
´ecRQRPicaOO\ UaWiRQaOiVWµ PechaQiVPV Rf prescriptive targets which enjoined 
cultural institutions to display their worth as agents of social inclusion4 (Luckman 
and Thomas 2018, 1; Belfiore 2012; Gray 2008). This meant that the increased 
competition for diminishing resources that began during the Thatcher years was 
now associated with measurements of the creative and cultural industries. This 
was further exacerbated by a new round of government austerity policies in the 
late 2000s which resulted in widespread cuts to public funding and the shifting of 
services from state to market provision. This precipitated a new wave of 
transformations, with institutions starting to think of themselves not only as 
exhibitors and educators, bXW aOVR aV PaUkeW acWRUV, ¶cXOWXUaO VhRSV· fRcXVed RQ 
generating the income required to survive from new forms of revenue which 
include private sponsorship (Booth and Powell 2016; Griswold 2008; Steyerl 2009).  
 
These circumstances have meant that museums and galleries in Britain experience 
conflicting pressures to be more inclusive and participatory, and at the same time 
more competitive. The erosion of boundaries between the economic and aesthetic 
engagement has invited comparisons between museums and other realms of mass 
consumption like shopping malls (Booth and Powell 2016; Prior 2005). In 1988, the 
then-struggling V&A scandalized patrons with a poster campaign on the Tube that 
igQRUed iWV cROOecWiRQV eQWiUeO\, iQVWead deSicWiQg iWVeOf aV ´aQ ace cafp, with quite a 
Qice PXVeXP aWWachedµ (Rentschler and Hede 2009, 233). Attempts to entice ever 
more diverse publics to engage with cultural collections, meanwhile, have taken 
increasingly creative routes, from remote-cRQWUROOed URbRWV WhaW URaP Whe TaWe·V 
 
4 The Department of Digital, Culture, Media and Sport, for example, specified that museums and galleries 
VhRXOd be ´ageQWV Rf VRciaO chaQgeµ aV eaUO\ aV 2000 iQ RUdeU WR ´cRPbaW VRciaO e[cOXViRQµ (DCMS 2000, 1²3). 
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galleries at night5 to tours of the London Science Museum offered in cockroach 
costumes6. 
 
The collections makerspaces that are defined in this thesis are one of the cultural 
VecWRU·V QeZeU e[SeUiPeQWV iQ SaUWiciSaWiRQ, iQVSiUed b\ QeZ PXVeRORg\ aQd PakeU 
culture practices, and often precipitated by private or corporate funding. The 
Sackler Centre for Arts Education, which can be regarded as the first collections 
makerspace site in the U.K., opened in 2008 at the Victoria and Albert (V&A) 
Museum in London. As explored in Chapter 2, these sites are parts of a longer 
lineage of maker practices and spaces in the U.K. which originated with the first 
makerspaces of the 1970s and 1980s, typically called hackerspaces, shared 
machine shops, community technology networks or media labs. 
 
Many of the spaces in the early parts of this history were autonomous, community-
driven, and overtly anti-establishment in focus, and it was not until the early 
2010s that shared machine shops like makerspaces started to proliferate in 
institutional settings, from universities to libraries. While diverse in form and 
focus, makerspaces typically encourage their users to get involved through peer 
production7, and employ hands-on pedagogies like constructivism8 to foster 
material engagement through the mechanism of ¶OeaUQiQg-by-PakiQg· (Ackermann 
2001, 2). Other practices common to ZhaW iV UefeUUed WR aV Whe ¶PakeU cXOWXUe· Rf 
spaces include the provision of access to digital fabrication and crafting tools, and 
the nurturing of networks that share skills and collaborate across various 
platforms (Davies 2018; Moorefield-Lang 2015; T. S. J. Smith 2017).  
 
On the one hand, the institutionalisation of once-grassroots makerspaces, and their 
integration into government policy, can be viewed as a commodification of long-
 
5 More at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/special-event/ik-prize-2014-after-dark. 
6 More at https://www.dw.com/en/cockroaches-infest-climate-exhibit-in-london/a-17116677.  
7 A model of collective socioeconomic production that emerges from networks of self-organising, non-
hieUaUchicaO acWRUV ZhR deYeORS VhaUed RXWSXWV b\ ´cooperat[ing] with each other without relying on either market 
signals or managerial commandsµ (Benkler 2002, 20). As will be discussed in Chapter 2, this form of collaboration 
is common in F/LOSS (Free, Libre, Open Source Software), open source hardware and maker cultures. 
8 Here I refer to the learning framework of constructionism as active learning, as disseminated by 
Seymour Papert and Jean Piaget, both of whom stressed experiential participation as essential to the learning 
process, and learners as active, engaged agents (Harel and Papert 1990; S. A. Papert 1971, 1980). PaSeUW·V 
suggestions to apply constructionist learning to educational settings using technical tools been infused into maker 
discourse (Blikstein 2013), ZiWh VRPe gRiQg VR faU aV WR caOO hiP ¶The faWheU Rf Whe MakeU MRYePeQW· (Stager 2017). 
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existing creative practices9. By opening new spaces for making that put a premium 
on entrepreneurialism and innovation instead of grassroots, community-lead 
production and fabrication, it is argued, new opportunities for the exploitation of 
precarious workers are also introduced, with ideas and designs outsourced as free 
labour, and funders retaining final rights to the most promising outputs (Irani 
2015; Lindtner 2017; A. Smith et al. 2016; Söderberg and Delfanti 2018).   
 
At issue here is the intertwining of creative practices like making and tinkering 
with processes that are centrally concerned with marketisaWiRQ. ´CUeaWiYiW\ XQdeU 
caSiWaOiVP iV QRW cUeaWiYe aW aOO,µ geRgUaSheU OOi MRXOd haV claimed iQ ¶AgaiQVW 
CUeaWiYiW\·, ´becaXVe [«] iW PeUeO\ UeSOicaWeV e[iVWiQg caSiWaOiVW UegiVWeUV iQWR eYeU-
deeper recesses of socioecoQRPic Oife [«] caSiWaOiVP cR-opts creativity for its own 
gURZWhµ (2018, SS.18²21). These kinds of co-options, it is argued, follow a similar 
trajectory to those of hackers iQ Whe 1990V aQd 2000V, ZheUe ´SUacWiceV aQd 
innovations [were] adopted, adapted and repurposed by corporate and political 
acWRUVµ (Söderberg 2013). Other research has found that even the most 
ideologically-motivated hacker- and makerspaces struggle to challenge the 
capitalist systems within which they are implicated. A wide variety of reasons for 
this have been suggested, from a lack of organisation within and between spaces 
(Hunsinger and Schrock 2018), to the apolitical attitudes of members (Davies 
2018), to the degree with which the consumption of spaces is inextricably tied to 
global markets (Dickel, Ferdinand, and Petschow 2014). Under this perspective, 
institutional affiliations come with strings, and dilute the original intent of 
makerspaces to widen access to the kinds of materials and knowledges that can 
inspire creativity for its own sake. 
 
On the other hand, the infusion of once-grassroots endeavours like makerspaces 
into museums can be viewed as signs of a wider societal shift towards greater 
inclusivity and openness. Literature on organisational change, for example, depicts 
institutions as equally conservative and dynamic ² prone to conformity, where 
isomorphism occurs between and within institutions (DiMaggio and Powell 2000), 
 
9 CUiWicV Rf Whe APeUicaQ ¶PakeU PRYePeQW· haYe diVcXVVed how it appropriates traditional creative 
practices like knitting and circuit-bending to offer a more marketable package to investors and consumers alike. 
Fred Turner's (2018) research discusses how the movement represents a push by networks of powerful engineers 
who infuse their own imaginaries of progress into the national narrative, with digital technologies positioned as 
´WRROV Rf VSiUiWXaO WUaQVfRUPaWiRQµ WhaW e[SRUW American cultural values and aspirations (2018, S161-78). 
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but also to adaptation and pluralism, where challenges to the dominant discourse 
can enable the emergence of alternative social configurations (Fressoli et al. 2014; 
Lawrence, Leca, and Zilber 2013; Pache and Santos 2012). As I have discussed 
elsewhere (Braybrooke and Smith 2018), the relations of makerspaces and 
institutions can be understood as nuanced and fragile, contingent on the co-
evolving negotiations of diverse and increasingly interdependent constellations of 
actors. The cross-disciplinarity of these kinds of encounters has also been shown to 
reinforce some societal structures while destabilising others, which can cause new 
sociotechnical configurations to emerge (Fuenfschilling and Truffer 2014, 772).  
 
This thesis examines these contradictions, rooting itself in the tensions that 
emerge when museum spaces encounter the peer production practices of makers. 
By exploring the agency of museum actors in particular, the aim of this research is 
to open the ¶bOack bR[· (c.f. Callon 1984; Latour 2005; Pinch and Bijker 1984) or the 
invisibility of the complicated mechanisms that define institutional relations by 
perceiving of institutions, like power relations, as processes. As processes, their 
interactions become central to how they are understood and produced in a society. 
 
When I began the research of this thesis in 2015, the field of study on institutional 
spaces for making was still emerging, with only 34% of recorded makerspaces in 
the U.K. having been founded in collaboration with an external organisation or 
company (Nesta 2015, n.p.). Less than a handful of sites were located inside public 
institutions like libraries or schools, even fewer inside cultural institutions. There 
was also very little academic literature to work from, other than a few studies in 
the United States that looked at the role of maker educators (Brahms and Crowley 
2016) and makerspace learning (Oates 2015) in museums, and a small number of 
reports on other kinds of spaces for making in the U.K. (c.f. British Council 2016). 
 
I organised the inquiries of this study to address some of these gaps in knowledge 
through three clusters of research questions, which begin by asking the seemingly 
simple question of what collections makerspaces are, and conclude with a request 
for a more expansive and theoretically-informed rendering of the kinds of 
interactions that occur within, and between, these sites and their host institutions: 
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First, what are collections makerspaces? How have these spaces emerged in 
museums? 
 
Second, how do collections makerspaces work? How do collections 
PakeUVSaceV aWWePSW WR ZideQ acceVV WR PXVeXP cROOecWiRQV? HRZ iV Whe ¶VSace· Rf 
a collections makerspace produced? 
 
Third, how do collections makerspaces and institutions interact? How do 
collections makerspaces reinforce, disrupt or reframe institutional discourses?  
 
These questions frame the primary goal of this research project, which is to analyse 
how collections makerspaces are produced and imagined within cultural 
institutions by virtue of the encounters between different actors that occur within, 
and because of, them. The questions also allow me to explore what happens when a 
cultural institution becomes not only an exhibitor and preserver of artefacts, but 
also a facilitator of experimental practices. This means that publics are asked to 
access collections in ways that incite them to move beyond acting as cultural 
consumers by also interacting as producers who remix and co-create it. This 
provides me with the opportunity to understand whether institutional spaces for 
making merely reproduce the neoliberal capitalist values mentioned above by 
encouraging making as yet another form of entrepreneurialism, or whether there is 
something more complicated going on between museum collections and spaces. 
 
This being said, there are two things that these questions do not attempt to 
address. First, I do not try to analyse the effects of institutionally derived spaces 
for making on grassroots makerspaces. Instead, I focus on the relations and 
practices that occur within institutional spaces for making, and the results of these 
encounters. Second, this research does not attempt to provide an instrumentalised 
examination of the efficacy of spaces for making in museums. Instead, it focuses on 
an in-depth and embedded empirical engagement with nuanced case studies that 
enable me to start to theorise how these spaces work, by exploring how they are 
produced, enacted and imagined. Because its inquiries have been both empirical 
and theoretical, drawing from a wide variety of influences to address intersections 
of power, space and access, this research can be understood as deliberately 
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transdisciplinary in form, situated in between the fields of cultural studies, 
anthropology, geography and science and technology studies (STS). 
 
The case studies of the thesis are situated around four field sites at major 
museums in London, which include two sites at Tate·V gaOOeUieV, one at the British 
Museum and one at the Wellcome Collection. These include the Taylor Digital 
Studio at Tate Britain and its sister site Tate Exchange at Tate Modern; the 
Samsung Centre for Digital Discovery at the British Museum; and the Reading 
Room at the Wellcome Collection. While the level of digital engagement at each site 
varies, all sites have experimented with maker practices to engage publics in 
experimental ways through their cultural collections. 
 
The thesis has been organised as follows. Building on this introduction, Chapters 2 
and 3 present a literature review of the core concepts of space, power and access 
that will be returned to throughout the thesis. In Chapter 2, I examine the 
diffusion of hacker and maker practices into institutions in Britain through a 
genealogical analysis of sociotechnical experimentation in museums and in 
makerspaces, organised into eight waves of transformation from the 1900s onward, 
discussing the U.K.·V first collections makerspace at the V&A as a manifestation of 
the convergence of these lineages. 
 
In Chapter 3, I engage with a theoretical framework of space and power which 
combines the approaches of social theorists like Michel Foucault (1971, 1975, 1981) 
Antonio Gramsci (1971) and Stuart Hall (1986, 2002; 2013) on power, discourse 
and cultural hegemony; and Doreen Massey (1992, 1993, 2005), David Harvey 
(2004), Henri Lefebvre ([1974] 1991) and Martin Dodge and Rob Kitchin (2005; 
2011) on the social organisation of space. Working with this framework allows me 
to start to conceptualise the relations of collections makerspaces through a set of 
six analytical frames, which perceive of the ¶VSace· Rf fieOd ViWeV as variously 
enacted, imagined and produced ² sites of hegemony where power is maintained, 
but also of struggle, resistance and transformation. It also allows me to view the 
production of space as an ongoing negotiation that is constituted by ² and in turn, 
constitutes ² the practices and relations of those who interact with it. 
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In Chapter 4, I diVcXVV WhiV VWXd\·V PeWhRdRORg\ aQd deVigQ. I describe how I 
positioned myself as a researcher-in-residence at each institution, working from an 
ethnographic and action research methodology in order to sometimes observe, and 
at other times creatively intervene in, field sites over a long period of time. I 
discuss how my triangulation of methods and theories from across cultural studies, 
anthropology, STS and geography is consistent with my epistemological stance. I 
then examine the complexities of moving between observational and 
interventionist roles, and the data collection methods I deployed during these 
interactions. I conclude by examining the biases inherent in my own situatedness 
as a researcher, and the effects of this positionality on issues regarding research 
ethics and the confidentiality of collaborators who are both ¶experts· and ¶publics·. 
 
Chapters 5, 6 and 7 provide the empirical core of this thesis, where the extensive 
ethnographic and action research that has been carried out at each of the four field 
sites of study is explored at length and in turn. Because each collections 
makerspace has emerged out of its own particular circumstances according to the 
opportunities, expectations and limits imbued by its host institution and other 
collaborators, I provide some historical context on the particularities of each field 
site before engaging in an analysis of my interactions and key findings. 
 
In Chapter 5, I introduce the Samsung Digital Discovery Centre at the British 
Museum as an example of a collections makerspace which originated from a 
partnership with a global technology company. The British Museum is the most 
ambitious and technologically advanced of the field sites of this study, aiming to 
engage over 100,000 participants a year between the ages of three to 19 annually 
from schools across the U.K (Black 2012). I explore how its relationship with 
Samsung relates to the perceptions of its facilitators and users, finding that it is 
not brand interactions or new digital technologies that define how it is produced, 
but instead the discourses disseminated by its powerful host, the British Museum.  
 
In Chapter 6, I first introduce the Taylor Digital Studio as an example of one of 
LRQdRQ·V fiUVW cROOecWiRQV PakeUVSaceV which is situated within a museum that 
hRXVeV Whe BUiWiVh QaWiRQ·V cROOecWiRQ Rf fiQe aUW. AV a ¶cRded VSace· (Kitchin and 
Dodge 2011), the Digital Studio is continually co-constituted through its 
interactions with digital technologies. I WheQ iQWURdXce Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V new 
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sister site Tate Exchange at the Tate Modern museum, and discuss the interspace 
relations that have emerged between the two spaces. I discuss the circumstances of 
Tate Exchange, and its privileged position within Tate despite (and perhaps 
because) of it only occasionally being produced as a collections makerspace. I argue 
that the interactions between the two spaces have both enhanced, and complicated, 
how the Digital Studio is produced as a collections makerspace. I also provide 
evidence of how both spaces have started to affect the ways that institutional staff 
and collaborators perceive of Tate, and of their own subjectivities as makers.  
 
In Chapter 7, the Wellcome Collection Reading Room is discussed as an example of 
a hybrid space for making that is always enacted as a library, gallery and public 
meeting grounds, but only occasionally as a collections makerspace. Despite its 
limited foregrounding of digital technologies, I found the space to be the most open 
and freely-interpreted of any of the field sites of this thesis, its facilitators 
encouraging the kinds of experimental material engagements of the community 
makerspaces examined in Chapter 2. My encounters with the Reading Room thus 
extended my understanding of what a collections makerspace can look like, by 
iOOXVWUaWiQg hRZ a ¶PakeU eWhRV· caQ exist when digital technologies are not evident. 
 
Chapter 8 concludes this thesis. I begin by reviewing the findings of this project in 
light of its core research questions, reflecting on the complexities of the interspace 
relations within and between the field sites of study. I then start to synthesise the 
commonalities observed across field sites by introducing the concept of decoupaged 
space, a frame which I use to describe the theoretical conditions under which other 
kinds of digitally-mediated spaces for peer production within other kinds of 
institutional territories might be perceived of. I also suggest directions for further 
research in collaboration with different kinds of spaces in different kinds of places.  
 
By structuring the thesis in this way, my aim is to combine theoretical and 
empirical analyses in such a way that collections makerspaces can be understood 
as co-constituted alongside the practices, imaginaries and relations of their 
facilitators and their users. It is my hope that these discussions will not only 
contribute to existing knowledges, but also foster debate regarding how the social 
construction of collections makerspaces, and other kinds of digital spaces like them, 
can precipitate institutional transformations through their interactions.  
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2. Two genealogies of experimentation 
 
Fig. 1. The Space: Tate Modern·s first hackathon (Open Data Institute 2014). 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
HRZ did Whe UebeOOiRXV gUaVVURRWV hackVSaceV Rf Whe 1970·V aQd WRda\·V 
makerspaces in cultural institutions become intertwined? In this chapter, I draw 
upon Michel FoucaXOW·V (1971) genealogical approach to historical analysis to 
construct (and in some cases, rebuild) a combined history of sociotechnical 
experimentation that draws from the lineages of makerspaces, a term used to 
describe various kinds of open workshops dedicated to digital practices which 
include hackerspaces, fab labs and media labs (Braybrooke and Smith 2018), and 
cultural institutions in the U.K. In doing so, I am motivated by the aim, as 
articulated by the geographer Nicola Thomas in her explorations of the historical 
geographies of U.K. creative ecRQRPieV, WR ´understand past expressions" of maker 
cultures in order to be able to trace both disruptions and continuities (2018, 42). 
 
In working with these histories, particular attention has been paid not only to the 
transformations wrought by different phases of innovation, but also to the stories 
left out of dominant narratives. As such, the transformations of both kinds of 
spaces have been loosely organised into eight cumulative, and often concurrent, 
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waves of social progress ² four for museums, and four for makerspaces. In choosing 
Whe WeUP ¶ZaYe· to describe its temporal moments, this history draws inspiration 
from feminist scholarship regarding the four10 waves of feminist praxis and their 
often-concurrent actions. Like those of feminism, the waves of material 
experimentation which helped define current-day makerspaces and museums are 
the result of periods of convergence, where fundamental social changes pushed old 
traditions and ways of doing things forward into new phases of development. Also 
like the waves of feminism, these waves are not meant to be strictly teleological - 
so, depending on the nature of a particular space and its interactions, I may depict 
them as emerging in reversed order, all at the same time, or not at all. This reveals 
each wave as both historically-situated and concurrently produced and reproduced. 
 
In its attempt to remain open to differing interpretations and contestations, this 
particular organisation of the events, visions and impacts of makerspaces and 
museum spaces de-emphasises their chronologies in its focus on their moments of 
flux. In doing so, it has also been inspired genealogy as Foucault (1971) has 
described it (building off Nietzsche, who challenged the assumption that there is 
such a thing as an 'origin' tale to acknowledge internal conflicts that exist within 
any kind of discourse, or commonly-held narrative that is disseminated as common 
knowledge), an approach to inquiry that views history as both non-linear and non-
final. In a genealogy, there is no claim of totality. Foucault is interested instead in 
absences, in the nooks and crannies of seemingly watertight histories that have not 
yet been acknowledged. By examining the hidden and often contradictory 
multiplicities within a hiVWRU\·V diVcRXUVe, genealogy deconstructs the authority of 
its truths, allowing for the re-emergence of tales left out of the narrative.   
 
FXUWheUPRUe, Whe ¶RUigiQ· Rf a hiVWRU\ caQ be XQYeiOed aV a P\Wh iWVeOf ² often, it is 
not a PRPeQW Rf SeUfecWiRQ ePeUgiQg ´da]]OiQg fURP Whe haQdV Rf a cUeaWRUµ bXW 
instead irregular and random, discovered by chance (Foucault 1971, 147). 
Genealogy calls for a history·V RUigiQ WaOeV to be examined to avoid a false sense of 
totality, which can lead to the proliferation of certain ¶WechQRP\Whs· - like that of a 
unified, global Maker Movement (Braybrooke and Jordan 2017). Genealogical 
 
10 While I will not be able to do justice to the complex traditions of feminism here, my understanding of 
fePiQiVP·V fRXU (aQd fiYe, ZheQ Ze iQYiWe Whe [eQRfePiQiVWV) ZaYeV iV iQfRUPed b\ Whe ZRUk Rf feminists who 
address the sociotechnical, like Munro Ealasaid (2013), Judy Wacjman (2013) and the Laboria Cuboniks collective 
(2015). 
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accounts also discard the teleological direction of what is called ¶YicWRU·V hiVWRU\· 
(Benjamin [1940] 1974; Edgerton 2011) or the assumption that all historical events 
leading up to those of the present are significant only if they lead to whatever 
discourse currently holds power. Seemingly clear-cut narratives about innovation 
are therefore examined to detect alternative developments that may have been 
overlooked. In implementing a genealogical approach in order to provide an 
alternative analysis to dominant chronologies of hacking, for example, Tim Jordan 
(2017) has brought together a much less Western-centric story which discards the 
usual Silicon Valley origin tales to pull out key themes of hacking in four phases, 
from hacking as a coherent community rooted in a shared belief that cyberspace 
ZaV a ¶SOace·, WR hackiQg aV a fRUP Rf  "de-differentiation" (T. Jordan 2017, 5), used 
in so many different contexts that its original meaning had dissolved.  
 
This chapter progresses as follows. I begin in the year 2008, when a convergence of 
actors, influences and tools brought about a merging of the traditions of 
makerspaces and cultural institutions in the case of the first collections 
makerspace in Britain. I then turn to the lineage of makerspace experimentation, 
investigating the stories of transformation that originated with autonomous and 
political spaces in a first wave of development. This is followed with an outline of 
the efforts of second-wave makerspaces like hackerspaces to provide sustainable 
communities for their members, the mainstreaming and democratisation of third-
wave spaces aiming for greater diversity, and the institutional partnerships that 
define the developments of fourth-wave spaces. At this point, the inquiry returns to 
the Victorian era, where I take a look at the efforts of first-wave museums to 
educate and reform the masses, and the experiments with arts participation as a 
form of social inclusion implemented by second-wave museums. I follow this with 
an examination of third-wave museums as market actors, and fourth-wave 
museum experimentation with emergent forms of interactive technology transfer. I 
then reintroduce the collections makerspace model as a possible product of these 
combined lineages. In doing so, my aim with this chapter is to illustrate how a 
confluence of contexts has helped determine the construction of these spaces.  
 
2.2. First, a moment of convergence 
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The Sackler Centre for Arts and Education opened its doors at the V&A Museum in 
London in 2008 with funding from charitable trusts and private donors, including 
the now-infamous Sackler family11. Its state-of-the-art facilities at the time 
included artist in residence studios, modular workshop spaces for school children, 
and a ´digiWaO dUeaP URRPµ (McClelland 2008) which featured 25 laptops, 25 Apple 
Macs, digital cameras and other design-enabled devices tailored for creative group 
activities. The space would also be facilitated by the first digital learning team at a 
museum in Britain. ThiV PakeV Whe SackOeU CeQWUe Whe U.K.·V fiUVW collections 
makerspace to emerge within the bounds of a cultural institution. 
 
Designed to be of use in both formal and informal educational scenarios, the new 
Sackler Centre doubled the amount of space dedicated to learning in the museum, 
(Victoria and Albert Museum 2011). V&A Digital Programmes Manager Irini 
PaSadiPiWUiRX, ZhR ZaV RQe Rf Whe VSace·V fiUVW faciOiWaWRUV, diVcXVsed the 
excitement of these early developments with me. She explained that ´we had no 
idea ZhaW Ze·d dR befRUe WheQ, becaXVe Whe WeaP iWVeOf ZaV fRUPed aW WhaW WiPe. 
WheQ Whe CeQWUe RSeQed iQ 2008, WhaW·V ZheQ RXU WeaP ZaV fRUPed fRU Whe fiUVW 
time as well, so we decided then what our priorities were, what kinds of events 
Ze·d UXQ, eYeU\WhiQg fURP Whe gURXQd XS. IW ZaV aOO YeU\ QeZ aW Whe WiPe, iW ZaV 
RQe Rf Whe fiUVW digiWaO SURgUaPPeV Rf WhaW kiQd« aQd WhiV gaYe XV Whe RSSRUWXQiW\ 
WR UeaOO\ e[SeUiPeQWµ (interview 09/03/17).  
 
The Samsung Digital Discovery Centre, meanwhile, was installed in the British 
Museum a year later in 2009, and by 2011 the Taylor Digital Studio had opened at 
the Tate. The emergence of three of the first spaces for digital making and learning 
at museums in London within a three-year period is not coincidental. Instead, it 
can be understood as one of many temporal moments of flux that make up a long 
progression, and regression, of practices engaged in material experimentation 
which have occurred in makerspaces and museum spaces over many years. 
 
It can even be argued that the moment of convergence illustrated in the example of 
the V&A Sackler Centre would not have been possible at all were it not for many 
previous attempts at collaboration between museum actors (from curators to 
 
11 The SackOeU faPiO\·V dRQaWiRQV ZeUe OaWeU UejecWed b\ aUWV iQVWiWXWiRQV Oike TaWe aQd Whe NaWiRQaO 
Portrait Gallery in 2019 for their role in the opioid scandal associated with the drug OxyContin (Johnson 2019). 
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technologists) and makerspace actors (from artists to hackers), each group of whom 
had for some time been testing out their own ways of interacting with publics by 
enabling greater access through experiments with new tools, digital and otherwise. 
As Papadimitriou put it: ´TheUe aUe VR PaQ\ e[aPSOeV Rf SeRSOe beiQg deQied 
access to places, but they always find ways for their voices to be heard through 
other mediums. I think this is really important. We have always reinvented things. 
And we always will, I think.µ In the next section, which depicts makerspace 
experimentations in four waves, I will go back in time to the 1960s to start to 
unpack the convergence of influences, actors and tools that led to this moment. 
 
2.3 First-wave makerspaces: Political, egalitarian 
 
Fig. 2: C-base lounge, Berlin (Leafnode 2009). 
 
As I have argued elsewhere (Braybrooke 2018), the emergence of the makerspace 
model can be traced to the same moment WhaW Whe ¶hackeU· aUcheW\Se iWVeOf emerged 
in the 1960s. This label took its form from the asynchronous, voluntary labours of 
groups of computer users who enjoyed ¶hackiQg·, RU SOa\fXOO\ exploring the limits of 
new technologies from both lab-based and informal locations (Coleman 2013; Kelty 
2008). These practices were similar to those of the jugaad ¶frugal engineering· aQd 
making-do activities that had already been employed by actors in nations on the 
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periphery12, from India to China, for many years (Braybrooke and Jordan 2017; 
Chan 2013; Ray Murray and Hand 2013). Where the emergence of the hacker 
archetype differed from those of other kinds of hacking, making and fixing 
communities was in the motivation behind it, which emerged not from the 
necessity of having limited access to new digital technologies (or in the case of 
China, a close proximity to the means of large-scale manufacturing), but instead 
from the leisure power associated with having access to a surplus of them, with the 
first consumer-facing home computers allowing for new creative possibilities.  
 
Hacking is typically explored during this wave as a predominantly creative and 
critical practice. One of many examples of these experiments is RR\ AVcRWW·V 
¶TeUPiQaO AUW· (1980), a ¶telematic art· network built before the launch of a public 
world wide web that linked the works of geographically dispersed digital artists, 
and invited viewers themselves to participate by instructing the network to 
generate images of anything fURP ´giraffes [to] ice cream [«] the surrealists [can] 
haYe a fieOd da\µ (Shanken 2001, n.p.). The collaborative spirit of these early 
creative experiments with digital networks coincided with the materialisation of 
the first digiWaO cRPPXQiWieV RU ¶UecXUViYe SXbOicV·  (Kelty 2008) like those of free 
software advocates, who like digital artists believed in the possibilities of removing 
proprietary restrictions from technical and legal artefacts to facilitate new modes 
of knowledge-sharing based on the open sharing of resources.  
 
The first wave of makerspace experimentation in Britain can also be traced to the 
egalitarian movements for socially useful peer production that emerged in London 
and Manchester from the 1970s onwards. Technology Networks, or community-
based open workshops that made digital tools and prototyping services available 
for developing socially productive ideas with, were one of the "avowedly socialist" 
(A. Smith 2014) Labour-controlled Greater London Council (GLC)'s first acts in 
1981. They were supported by the Greater London Enterprise Board, which 
planned and executed leftist industrial policy, socially useful production and 
worker-run job creatiRQ aV a ´SURXd WhRUQ iQ Whe QaWiRQaO gRYeUQPeQW·V fOeVhµ 
 
12 HeUe I XVe Whe WeUP ¶SeUiSheU\· WR UefeU to lower-income nations that have been elsewhere referred to as 
¶deYeORSiQg· RU ¶GORbaO SRXWh·, chRRViQg iQVWead WR deSOR\ AQiWa Sa\ ChaQ·V defiQiWiRQ Rf WheP aV ViWeV Rf RWheU-
than-Western sociotechnical development. The periphery may be "viewed unquestioningly as a zone of diffusion 
and simple uptake of [Western] designs", but the practices of its nations are "hardly so passive or uninventive" 
(Chan 2013, x). 
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(Bianchini 1987, 348). Built and managed by coalitions of community groups, 
schools and trade unions, participant initiatives ranged from small-scale wind 
turbines to children's play equipment.  
 
In fostering democratic socialist alternatives to market-oriented approaches to 
digital innovation, Technology Networks also experimented with free software 
practices; for example, prototype designs at each site were registered in a product-
bank open to anyone in the community, and a core team was made available "to 
demystify science and technology" (Greater London Enterprise Board 1984, 14) 
while honouring the "tacit knowledge of local residents" (A. Smith 2014, n.p.). 
Spaces also tested out the efforts of grassroots radical social movements of the time 
to democratise production in ways that prioritised knowledge-sharing over private 
profit, from skill-sharing workshops to women-run IT collectives. Technology 
Networks were in large part influenced by the Lucas Plan, an influential13 proposal 
published collectively by Lucas Aerospace workers in 1976, which had imagined a 
social diversification of production to combat redundancies from automation in 
industrial manufacturing (Albrecht 1978; Steward 1979). The Networks started to 
shut down due to a lack of funding when the GLC itself was abolished in 1986 by 
the Conservative government of Margaret Thatcher, but their legacy lives on, both 
iQ WRda\·V SaUWiciSaWRU\ deVigQ PeWhRdRORgieV Zhich they helped foster, and in the 
reconfiguration of public workshops for resource-sharing (A. Smith 2014).  
 
Meanwhile, in the mid to late 1980s, another set of appropriated public spaces 
caOOed T.A.Z.·V RU ¶TePSRUaU\ AXWRQRPRXV ZRQeV· VWaUWed WR emerge, inspired in 
part by the works tactical activists like Hakim Bey who called for the creation of 
mobile spaces that would inspire communities to ´be fRU VRPeWhiQg, QRW jXVW 
agaiQVWµ (Bey 1985, n.p.) by coming together to plan revolutionary interventions. 
The first T.A.Z.·V in Britain emerged at the same time as the anti-capitalist and 
protest camp movements of the 1990s led by groups like Reclaim the Streets14 in 
 
13 Steward and others have explained how the Lucas Plan "represented a novel and imaginative approach 
towards industrial policy and, as such, has evoked considerable enthusiasm inside, and outside, the trade union 
movement. Although rejected by Lucas management, the plan has received unanimous support from the Labour 
Party national conference and has influenced the strategy of trade unionists in a number of other firms, including 
ScUaggV, PaUVRQV, GEC aQd VickeUVµ (Steward 1979, 70). 
14 Co-founder John Jordan has written about how Reclaim the Streets began as a small group for creative 
activism whose tactic of blending party and protest soon spread globally. RCS actions merged the "direct action of 
BUiWaiQ·V aQWi-road building movement" with the "carnivalesque nature of the counter-cultural rave scene", making 
it a catalyst for anti-globalisation/capitalist movements of the late 1990s (J. Jordan 2012, n.p.). 
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London, who experimented with creative participation and urban infrastructures 
to incite social change (Frenzel, Feigenbaum, and McCurdy 2014). Efforts like 
these have long been intertwined with those of internet subcultures; the digital 
guerrilla collective Anonymous is but one of many to cite T.A.Z.·V aQd other 
decentralised protest movements as inspirations (Cavelty and Jaeger 2015).  
 
From the mid 1980s to the mid 1990s, the calls of T.A.Z. and protest camp activists 
to materialise networks of resistance in the physical world were taken up by 
hackers, phreakers and others who identified themselves as part of a ´digiWaO 
XQdeUgURXQdµ (Sellars 2010, 84) inspired by cyberpunk and science fiction 
imaginaries. Many T.A.Z. and protest camp spaces like the squatter communities 
of cities like Berlin in the 1980s, 1990s and 2000s were also informed by Guy 
Debord's 'Society of the Spectacle', which described the ways that contemporary life 
SUeVeQWed iWVeOf aV aQ ´iPPeQVe accXPXOaWiRQ Rf VSecWacOeVµ (Debord 1967, 1) or 
renderings of the real. Nurtured by the hegemonic simulacra of mass media and 
advertising, Debord claimed, the power of the spectacle would inevitably render all 
attempted rebellions into commodified products, co-opted into the production of 
further symbols to support the aesthetics of ruling classes (1967). By forming and 
then disbanding before their activities were assimilated by the systems they aimed 
to defy, temporary autonomous spaces like Manjim, which opened as a creative lab 
in the Haifa neighbourhood of Palestine in 2017 (Asali 2018), attempt to act as 
´iQdeWeUPiQaWe ]RQeV ZiWhiQ OaWe caSiWaOiVPµ (Sellars 2010, 83). 
 
Many of the first hacklabs and media labs that flourished across Europe in the 
1990s engaged in similar efforts to avoid their practices being recuperated. By 
envisioning radical solutions to local issues through peer production and digital 
fabrication, they explored the growing possibilities of a collaborative world wide 
web. As the genealogies of hacklabs by Maxigas (2012) and F/LOSS15 live-coders by 
Simon Yuill (2013) have discussed, while early hacklabs and hackspaces both 
invited the participation of cyberpunk and hacker subcultures, there were key 
differences between their articulations of the autonomous ideologies they 
disseminated, and also between them and media labs, which have typically been 
omitted from hacker mythologies.   
 
15 Free, Libre, Open Source Software. 
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Hacklabs, like Technology Networks, are inspired by egalitarian and community-
oriented values, aiming to empower a wide cross-section of publics by providing 
tools that anyone could access who had an interest in networked technologies. They 
are also political, and foster culture-jammings and other tactical mobilizations 
aimed at promoting autonomy and empowerment, their teachings based on 
regionally-specific, anti-capitalist pedagogies. Hacklab spaces are often situated in 
squats and other appropriated built environments, their machines recycled and 
free-for-use. In the 2000s, many hacklabs provided technical support during the 
street protests that occurred around the WTO and IMF summits (Söderberg and 
Delfanti 2015). With the onset of neoliberal austerity measures and the ¶VTXaWWiQg 
ZaUV· Rf Whe 1990V, however, many of the early hacklabs suffered and needed to be 
closed down, and in 2006 hacklabs.org too closed its doors (Maxigas 2012). 
 
Media labs, meanwhile, have mixed the anarchic spirit of hacklabs with a desire 
for more artistic and creative digital explorations that critically responded to 1980s 
and 1990s popular culture using the web as a medium. By bringing together 
inspirations from hackspaces, art studios and CaOifRUQiaQ ¶c\beU cafes· (Frost 2012), 
the first prominent media labs in London like Artec and Backspace helped inspire 
a new generation of practitioners to explore the implications of computer networks 
through digital art-forms (Bassett 1999), including many of the site managers and 
collaborators of the field sites featured in this study. Net artist Ruth Catlow, for 
example, started out as a sculpture artist, but quickly became disillusioned by the 
marketisation of the art industry in the 1990s. She has explained (interview 
05/07/16) how her job as one of Backspace·V fiUVW public hosts was fundamental to 
her founding the artist network Furtherfield. "Being there really showed me how to 
build communities (for lack of a better word)," she said, "because the space 
provided the highest-feed bandwidth that was in London at the time (about half a 
megahertz), and desk space, and a very friendly atmosphere [...] which meant that 
it by design trapped lots of itinerant philosophers, an interesting mix of 
international people who were interested in sites for informal shared learning, and 
who were interested in seeing what was going to happen to the internet."  
 
A core concern for media lab facilitators has been the democratisation of access to 
tools that allowed participants to engage in digital creativity. ´ThRXgh Whe Werm 
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¶Oab· cRQjXUeV Whe iPage Rf a faiUO\ VaQiWiVed eQYiURQPeQW RSWiPiVed fRU VcieQWific 
experiments and populated by people in white coats,µ ChaUORWWe FURVW e[SOaiQs in 
her study of media labs in London, ´media labs... [were] quite different" (2012, 
n.p.). On their most basic level, they have been internet cafés that shared physical 
and virtual resources, from computers to software to networks. The real aim of 
early media labs, however, was to harness networked technologies by exploring 
how the internet could change the way people thought about art, made it, and 
shared it. High-profile media lab outputs have included ¶UQcRPfRUWabOe PUR[iPiW\·, 
TaWe·V fiUVW QeW aUW16 commission in 2000 created by GUahaP HaUZRRd Rf Whe aUWiVWV· 
collective Mongrel, a group involved with the media lab Artec. This piece 
manifested as a ¶hack· of the Tate website, which lead web users to an alternate 
mirrored version17 WhaW UeYeaOed ´cXOWXUaO cRVPeWic VXUgeU[ieV]µ (Harwood 2003, 
375) where Tate had censored its less-than-flattering institutional legacies.  
 
Ruth has described the catharsis that accompanied these kinds of engagements 
with early net art: ´The fiUVW QeW aUW Siece I eYeU VaZ ZaV jXVW aQ iPage [«] iW ZaV 
2x4 on the screen, greyscale, took forever to load, I had no idea what I was looking 
at, it seemed to be the most boring thing on earth. Then I looked at it the next day, 
ZRQdeUiQg ¶Zh\ iV WhiV iQWeUeVWiQg·, aQd iW feaWXUed aQRWheU gUe\VcaOe iPage. I caPe 
to understand that for the last 6 years, at 8:26 in the morning, and at 8:26 in the 
eYeQiQg, iW ZRXOd chaQge, aQd VRPeWiPeV iW ZRXOd be VRPeWhiQg \RX UecRgQi]e« 
and that worked on me in a really interesting way. I started to understand code for 
the first time as a kind of pulse, from machines that allowed us to access images 
like this from anywhere in the world [...] and it suddenly took on an immense 
TXaOiW\ aV a QeWZRUked, gORbaO VcXOSWXUe. I didQ·W kQRZ ZheWheU ZhaW I ZaV VeeiQg 
[...] was a human being, a machine, a network, people around the globe... it 
changed things. And [we] started talking about net art. Reviewing it, sharing it, 
finding other people who had a fascination with it. People who were involved in 
pirate radios, pre-iQWeUQeW cRPPXQiWieV, ZeUe cRQQecWed [«] IW ZaV cRPSOeWeO\ 
compelling, finding ourselves in conversation with people who were New Yorkers, 
from Berlin, from Australia, in the middle of the Yugoslavian war... and what we 
aOO had iQ cRPPRQ ZaV WhaW Ze ZeUe e[SORUeUVµ (interview 05/07/16). 
 
16 Term typically used for works that have used the internet as a medium for critical exploration. 
17 Site archive at http://www2.tate.org.uk/netart/mongrel/home/intro.htm. Further details can be found on 
this, and other Tate net art commissions at https://www.tate.org.uk/about-us/projects/reshaping-the-collectible. 
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By providing access to high-speed internet bandwidth that would otherwise have 
been too expensive for private use and managing it cooperatively, early media labs  
in the U.K. like Backspace were also able to host collaborative experiments with 
other media labs across Europe by launching networks aimed at critiquing social 
inequalities through digital practice. These networks have allowed many current-
day media labs to remain critical actors while simultaneously receiving funding 
from local, arts and European councils to engage disadvantaged communities 
through the provision of public services. Services have ranged from computer 
access to professional training for individuals experiencing long-term 
unemployment ² programmes that several contemporary media labs like SPACE 
Studios in London and Access Space in Sheffield continue to offer today. 
 
In the early 2000s, a combination of austerity policies and a declining public 
appetite for tactical media outlets in the face of increased corporate conglomeration 
of web services lead to many of the most famous media labs18 closing. Others, like 
Lighthouse Arts in Brighton and the Pervasive Media Studio in Bristol, evolved 
with the times to gradually transform themselves from radical internet cafés into 
public forums that focused on activities like inciting dialogue and offering 
mentorship and residency opportunities. As decentralised spaces of critical 
creativity, media labs and hacklabs continue to inform many of the differently-
motivated hackerspaces and makerspaces they associate by fostering new and 
experimental modes of digital, creative and community engagement. 
 
2.4 Second-wave makerspaces: Sustainable 
communities by, and for, hackers  
 
A second wave of makerspaces started to open a few years after the hacklabs of the 
mid 1990s, becoming widespread by the second half of the 2000s. The year 2008 in 
particular has been cited as a key moment in hackerspace history, when a widely-
publicised exchange between German hackspaces and American hacktivists called 
¶hackeUV RQ a SOaQe· brought the concept of these kinds of spaces to the attention of 
 
18 Backspace, for example, closed in 1999 with an email sent to digital art list-serves that celebrated its 
decade of "loose learning [and] independence in the face of relentless commercialization" (Stevens 1999). 
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Western publics for the first time (A. Smith et al. 2013). The spaces of this wave 
have chosen a different path to that of hacklabs and media labs. They typically call 
WhePVeOYeV ¶hackVSace· RU ¶hackeUVSace,· aQd haYe deYeORSed from the more 
libertarian tenants of hacker cultures which aim to legitimise the hacker as an 
identity by mainstreaming it in ways that are framed as apolitical. While both 
first- and second-wave spaces would consider themselves devoted to the liberation 
Rf digiWaO kQRZOedgeV, WheiU iQWeUSUeWaWiRQV Rf Whe e[acW defiQiWiRQ Rf ¶OibeUW\· aQd 
the freedoms that should entail are divergent (Maxigas 2012). As Coleman and 
Golub have argued (2008), hackers in what can be described as a second-wave 
tradition have typically ascribed to a vision of technologically-informed liberalism 
which is inspired by romantic individualism, but focuses instead on universal 
access to knowledge as an essential condition of freedom.  
 
The famous hacker communities of the 1980s and 1990s like the C-base space (see 
Fig. 2) and Chaos Computer Club (CCC) in Germany, and the Electronic Frontier 
Foundation in the U.S., paved the way for hacker cultures to articulate themselves 
on their own terms. The spaces that emerged out of these traditions aimed for 
legitimacy, opening in rented (not squatted) environments, and building their 
communities around formal membership and payment structures. In doing so, the 
goal was to provide stable spaces for those who shared a belief in what has been 
called a ¶hackeU eWhic· (Levy 1984). This prioritisation of long-term stability and 
public legitimacy over more radical revolution allowed the cultivation of a distinct 
hacker subjectivity to emerge around second-wave spaces, the practices of which 
aimed to debunk negative depictions of hackers that had proliferated in 
mainstream media since the first crackdowns on digital crime of the late 1990s. A 
prominent example of a second-ZaYe VSace iV BeUOiQ·V C-base, which opened in 
1995 aV RQe Rf Whe ZRUOd·V fiUVW hackVSaceV aQd helped foster the creation of the 
German Pirate Party in 2006. As of 2018, C-base continues to flourish, with 550 
active members hosting workshops on topics that include metalworking, 3D 
modelling, circuit-bending, wireless networking and sound-hacking (C-base 2018). 
 
There is other evidence of the long-term sustainability of this second wave of 
spaces. Many of the hacker projects that were initially built as radical free software 
prototypes in the 1990s and 2000s later took flight under the more business-
friendly frameworks of open source culture ² the spectacle becoming what Debord 
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(1967) might refer to as the commodity that maps a new world. The servers of 
Google, IBM and Facebook, for example, continue to rely on the Linux operating 
system, which is a free software project (Braybrooke and Jordan 2017; Weber 
2004). In his much-ciWed Siece ¶CRaVe·V PeQgXiQ, RU LiQX[ aQd Whe QaWXUe Rf Whe 
fiUP· (2002), Harvard Law School professor Yochai Benkler described collaborative 
efforts to build non-proprietary alternatives to digital software with the term 
¶cRPPRQV-baVed SeeU SURdXcWiRQ·, a cRQceSW Zhich cRQWiQXeV WR iQVSiUe cXUUeQW-day 
proclamations of makerspaces as potential enablers of innovation.  
 
Meanwhile, other kinds of second-wave spaces and initiatives in the early 2000s 
like that of the cyberfeminist Old Boys Network started to emerge from the 
alienation of the ´SXVh\RcUaWicµ (Toupin 2014, n.p.) culture of hackspaces ² which, 
it was argued, focused too much on promoting openness at the expense of other 
issues, such as the inequities of gender, race and class that persisted within them 
(Nafus 2012; Braybrooke 2011; Sollfrank 1998). Many feminist hackspaces, like Mz 
BaOWa]aU·V LabRUaWRU\ iQ VieQQa, have persisted almost as long as other kinds of 
hackspaces, but are centred on more egalitarian values. They can thus be 
portrayed as either first- or second-wave spaces, because they engage in overtly 
political and tactical activities while at the same time providing stable 
communities by, and for, those who define themselves as hackers. 
 
2.5 Third-wave makerspaces: Mainstreamed for 
many makers 
 
The third wave of makerspaces has manifested itself through an accumulation of 
new kinds of spaces calling themselves a variety of monikers, from fab labs to 
design studios, which aim to draw in more diverse participants who do not 
necessarily self-define as hackers. In 2016, user-reported data revealed over 1,400 
spaces that called themselves ¶makerspace· around the world, 14 times as many as 
in 2006 (Lou and Peek 2016). Third-wave makerspaces can also be defined by their 
overtly apolitical styling. Instead of focusing their energies on critiques of 
capitalism or the cultivation of hacker subjectivities, they promote making as a 
meaningful leisure activity, a way to leave politics at the door through the 
´PXQdaQe eQgagePeQWµ (Davies 2018, 171) of personal projects.  
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In order to foster a ´maker mindsetµ (makerspaces.com 2015, n.p.), the technical 
affordances of third-wave spaces are typically quite varied, ranging from high tech 
WRROV VXch aV 3D SUiQWeUV, CNC PachiQeV aQd OaVeU cXWWeUV, aQd ¶QR Wech· PaWeUiaOV 
like sewing machines and crafting supplies, and many of these sites also focus on 
the provision of educational programmes for young people. By disseminating 
deliberately vague discourses about the power of ¶PakiQg·, ¶PakeU cXOWXUe· and a 
¶PakeU PRYePeQW·, third-wave sites also aim to democratise making by 
distinguishing themselves from their radical roots (Meehan, Gravel, and Shapiro 
2014). These evolving discourses can be seen in a 2016 study which found a sharp 
increase in web searches for the term ¶makerspace· while searches fRU ¶hackerspace· 
declined (Voigt, Suero Montero, and Menichinelli 2016). Sites that call themselves 
¶PakeUVSace· have been especially popular in the U.K., where over 100 such sites 
were found in a 2015 census by the innovation foundation Nesta (Nesta 2015).  
 
In positioning third-wave makerspaces as catalysts for economic and social 
progress, proponents of contemporary maker cultures argue that making, like 
public participation in museums, empowers individuals by democratising access to 
knowledge and other assets. These developments have led to claims of a united, 
cRheUeQW ¶MakeU MRYePeQW· WhaW iV bUiQgiQg abRXW a ´QeZ iQdXVWUiaO UeYROXWiRQµ 
which ZiOO ´UeYeUVe Whe aUURZ Rf gORbaOiVaWiRQµ (Anderson 2012, 2; Brand 2013, 
n.p.). As Make magazine founder Dale Dougherty (2013, 12) put it in the much-
ciWed Siece ¶The MakeU MiQdVeW· Zhich caOOed fRU a ´Maker Movementµ for children 
in libraries and schools: "Whether it is figuring out what you can do with a 3D 
printer or an autonomous drone aircraft, makers are exploring what these things 
caQ dR [«] RXW Rf WhaW SURceVV ePeUge QeZ ideaV, Zhich Pa\ Oead WR UeaO-world 
applications or new business ventures. Making is a source of innovation."  
 
Makerspace evangelists like Dougherty claim that making can inspire everyday 
people to become prosumers, or consumers who create. The puritanical roots of the 
American maker movement in particular has been discussed by Fred Turner in his 
account of key PakeUVSace SXQdiWV ZhR eQcRXUage PakeUV WR ´UeiPagiQe 
themselves as creators, as entrepreneurs, as innovators in the mould of Elon Musk 
and Steve Jobsµ (2018, S165). These assertions are disseminated through widely-
read publications like DRXgheUW\·V Make magazine, Zhich iV fXQded b\ O·ReiOO\ 
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Media, the Silicon Valley publishing empire that he co-founded in 1975 with Tim 
O·ReiOO\. O·ReiOO\ Media aOVR VSRQVRUV Maker Faire, a network of local events which 
can draw crowds of over 100,000 in science-fair style settings. 400 such events have 
been organised around the world since 2012; the White House in the U.S. held its 
first in 2014 during the Barack Obama administration19.  
 
Assumptions that current-day maker cultures originated from the ideas of a few 
American technology moguls, however, obstruct the heterogeneities of making 
practices in other historical and regional contexts, and the fact that articulations of 
¶PakeU cXOWXUe· YaU\ widely by nation (Braybrooke and Jordan 2017). In China, for 
example, where shanzhai20 or copyleft culture is a key influencer of maker cultures, 
the term ¶PakiQg· cRQQRWeV iQQRYaWiRQ, cUeaWiYiW\ aQd a bXViQeVV PiQdVeW ² a 
narrative that was crafted by makers themselves to distinguish their practices 
from those of 黑客 RU ¶hackiQg·, which has been used to describe more illicit 
activities (T. Saunders and Kingsley 2016).  
 
Where assertions about the value of fostering making cultures have been picked up 
by national governments, the discourse has tended to instrumentalise making as 
an enabler of entrepreneurial subjectivities. The White House has explained that 
its motivation in hosting a Maker Faire was to eQabOe a ¶QaWiRQ Rf PakeUV· b\ 
´fRVWeU[iQg] Whe deYeORSPeQW Rf adYaQced PaQXfacWXUiQg iQ Whe UQiWed SWaWeVµ aQd 
´e[SaQd[iQg] Whe UeVRXUceV aYaiOabOe fRU \RXQg PakeUV aQd PakeU eQWUeSUeQeXUVµ 
(Obama White House 2014, n.p.). The U.K. government, meanwhile, published a 
policy guidance21 on makerspaces in libraries in 2018, and makerspaces also 
featured in the U.K. Digital Strategy in 2017. Much of the focus of governmental, 
business and third sector attention on making also comes from the belief that 
fostering digital skills in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Mathematics) subjects will promote economic development and address what is 
UefeUUed WR aV Whe ¶digiWaO diYide· b\ dePRcUaWiViQg acceVV WR QeZ WechQRORgieV.  
 
 
19 The WhiWe HRXVe haV e[SOaiQed iWV PRWiYaWiRQ WR eQabOe a ¶QaWiRQ Rf PakeUV· WhURXgh WhiV eYeQW b\ 
´fRVWeU[iQg] Whe deYeORSPeQW Rf adYaQced PaQXfacWXUiQg iQ Whe UQiWed SWaWeVµ aQd ´e[SaQd[iQg] the resources 
aYaiOabOe fRU \RXQg PakeUV aQd PakeU eQWUeSUeQeXUVµ (Obama White House 2014). 
20 Originally a term used to describe mountain bandits who opposed the government, shanzhaism has 
become its own philosophy centered on rapid iteration, mass production of counterfeit goods, open sharing and 
copycat culture. I have discussed shanzhaism in Asia at greater length elsewhere (Braybrooke and Jordan 2017). 
21 ThiV SaUWicXOaU gXidaQce, Zhich ZaV XSdaWed 18 SeSWePbeU 2018, ZaV ZUiWWeQ b\ Whe UK gRYeUQPeQW·V 
Libraries Taskforce, which reports regularly to the Department for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS).  
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Another way that third-wave spaces proliferate a ¶maker· subjectivity is through 
temporary techno-social gatherings (TTGs), or community events that are 
generally referred to as hackathons, pop-ups or workshops (Braybrooke, Damiani, 
and Philip Sage 2018). TTGs are important for third-wave spaces because they 
introduce making practices to new groups in such a way that they are gradually 
mainstreamed. By introducing a challenge to be solved with digital tools and 
approaches over a few hours or days, TTGs promote the use of rapid design and 
development approaches while fostering ephemeral maker networks. As a result of 
their intensive collocation, or physical co-presence (Trainer and et al 2016), issue-
oriented TTGs in particular have been found to address social concerns through 
material participation (Lodato and DiSalvo 2016). In doing so, it can be argued that 
they bring a modicum of first-wave politics back into third-wave making. However, 
it has also been argued that TTGs are more successful at producing neoliberal 
subjects than socially productive technologies, reinforcing a wider orientation in 
maker cultures toward the kinds of profit-driven, entrepreneurial values that 
originate from Silicon Valley, where the hackathon itself was also conceived 
(Cardullo, Kitchin, and Di Feliciantonio 2018; Irani 2015). 
 
Build Brighton is an example of a typical third-wave space. It was formed in 2009 
in collaboration with Mitch Altman, a famous hacker from the Noisebridge 
hackspace in San Francisco, and helped organise the first Maker Faire in the U.K. 
The space is careful to remain apolitical for "pragmatic" (A. Smith et al. 2013, 113) 
reasons, preferring to focus on promoting a supportive community that demystifies 
digital technologies. Like many other third-wave spaces, it has also recently chosen 
to chaQge iWV QaPe fURP ¶hackVSace· WR ¶PakeUVSace·, iQ an effort to distance its 
practices from what it sees as the more negative connotations of hacker culture 
(Build Brighton 2017). 
 
2.6 Fourth-wave makerspaces: Hybridisation and 
institutional partnerships 
 
A fourth wave of spaces started opening in the late 2000s which represented a 
further diffusion of makerspaces through an increased hybridisation of their 
practices. Fourth-wave spaces, while having similar motivations to third-wave 
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spaces, typically originate not from community-led initiatives, but instead from 
cross-sectoral collaborations between makers, institutions and private 
organisations. They are often located within universities, libraries and companies. 
The inclusion of once-grassroots makerspaces (like community media labs) into the 
dominant structures of a society (like public museums) has been portrayed by some 
as the final step in the mainstreaming of hacking practices (Söderberg and Delfanti 
2018). However, the data on such sites remains ambiguous. 
   
The global fab lab network exemplifies the trajectory of fourth-wave spaces. The 
first fab lab was opened through a partnership between MIT·V22 Grassroots 
Invention Group and its Centre for Bits and Atoms in America in 2001 with the 
aim of fostering new possibilities for community-based fabrication methods. The 
fab lab model and brand soon spread to other regions, who opened their own fab 
lab spaces which were accepted to the network because of their use of the same 
fabrication and design tools as the original fab lab. By 2018, 1,200 fab labs in 30 
nations were active on fablabs.io, many in partnership with local actors like IQdia·V 
National Innovation Foundation in Gujarat (Fab City Research Lab 2018). There 
aUe eYeQ SOaQV fRU a ¶FORWaQWe· fab Oab in Brazil which aims to float along the 
Amazon River and build new collaborations along the way. 
 
Other fourth-wave spaces have opened through cross-sector institutional 
partnerships in neglected urban districts of cities like Buenos Aires and Detroit, 
such as the media lab and art centre Hangar in Barcelona, which is based in an old 
textile factory in the El Poblenou district and sits alongside former citizen-led 
cooperatives (Braybrooke 2016). As I have discussed elsewhere with Adrian Smith 
(Braybrooke and Smith 2018), increased institutional attention towards fourth-
wave makerspaces has made them subject to a plurality of experimental 
developments. These relations may incite pressures for once-autonomous spaces to 
conform to institutional logics, but they also provide opportunities for spaces to 
instigate new practices and modes of interacting. 
 
It is here, in a fourth wave of makerspace developments, that the collections 
makerspaces in museums which are featured by this study have originated. While 
 
22 Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  
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each space is by necessity tailored specifically to the needs of its institutional host, 
it also moves within a wider milieu of other spaces like it, from other kinds of 
fourth-wave spaces (like Exeter FabLab, the first fab lab to open in a public library 
in the U.K.) to different kinds of first-, second-, and third-wave spaces. As will be 
explored in the analytical chapters of this thesis, some of these other spaces, like 
FACT in Liverpool (which opened as a second-wave space in 2003 and can now be 
qualified as fourth-wave due to its broadened institutional affiliations) and SPACE 
Studios in London (which has engaged in similar cross-sectoral collaborations since 
its establishment as a creative space for artists in 1968) even helped inspire the 
emergence of collections makerspaces. 
 
I will now trace four waves of sociotechnical progress that have been experienced 
by museums in Britain since the 1800s, where new developments have fostered 
moments of convergence and social change. This will allow me to conclude the 
inquiry by looping this genealogy back to its beginning, where the significance of 
the four waves of makerspace progress will be articulated alongside those of 
cultural institutions.   
 
2.7 First-wave museums: Instructive engagement 
for the masses  
The first wave of museum experimentation which influenced the emergence of 
current-day collections makerspaces can be traced to the British Museum 
Movement of the early nineteenth century. During this period, referred to as the 
¶PXVeXP gROdeQ age· (Redman 2010), cultural institutions started to experiment 
with public engagement as a mode of governance, and came to be viewed as sites of 
social change. This occurred alongside many museums opening their doors to the 
masses for the first time as part of a newly industrialist society, providing 
governments with new opportunities to utilise the tactics of soft power rather than 
overt coercion to reinforce their dominance (Bennett 2013).  
 
 36 
 
Fig. 3: Visitors admire new fountains at the British Museum (Wellcome Collection 1860). 
 
As will be discussed further with a look at Wunderkammer traditions in Chapter 7, 
the first museums were closed-off rooms in palaces aimed at the enjoyment of royal 
and aristocratic audiences. Stuart Hall (2005) has described how the ruling classes 
cultivated cultural collections to distinguish themselves and negotiate their roles in 
society, by harnessing the power to determine the worth of material cultures by 
ranking and classifying artefacts. The hegemonic associations between the 
imperialist activities of the British empire and its cultivation of national museums, 
for example, have been extensively documented by historians and cultural theorists 
(c.f. Barringer and Flynn 1998; Delbourgo 2017; Thompson 2005). The studies of 
Barringer (2006), Bennett (2004) and van Beurden (2018) in particular have traced 
the origins of museum artefacts and their acquisitions across Europe to parallel 
supply chains of distributed colonial dominance, coercion and capital across the 
geographies of British colonial states. 
 
It was not until the Museum Movement, however, that cultural institutions came 
to be seen as potential instructors not only for members of the elite, but also for the 
masses. As a result of government legislation in the 1800s that enabled more 
efficient allocations of public funds to museums as a result of the emerging 
consciousness that they could represent national heritage (Burton 2015), a new 
generation of public museums opened across the U.K. Many of these were founded 
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with collections gifted to the public from wealthy private donors, which situated 
museums too as symbols of national wealth, and as respected centres of knowledge 
and scientific research. The Liverpool Public Museum was one such institution, 
opening as a result of a private donation of two natural history and archaeology 
collections in 1851 (van Keuren 1984). In its first year alone, it saw almost a 
quarter of a million visitors - a popularity shared by other public institutions that 
emerged in this period like the V&A which opened in 1852, and the Tate in 1897. 
 
First-wave museums readily experimented with new technologies to make their 
collections more attractive to new audiences (see Fig. 4). In 1857, the V&A 
MXVeXP OaXQched Whe ZRUOd·V fiUVW aUWificiaOO\ OiW e[hibiWiRQ Zhich XWiOiVed aQ 
extensive system of gas burners. This allowed the museum to invite the working 
classes to engage with it until 10pm for the first time ² a transformative 
innovation given the fact that most labourers did not have leisure time until 8pm. 
HRZeYeU, cOaiPV Rf ´fOiUWaWiRXV acWiYiW\µ (Swinney 2002, n.p.) as a result of the 
excitable atmosphere prevented further museum innovations that featured gas 
bXUQeUV XQWiO 1886. IQ 1850, PeaQZhiOe, SXbOic cRPSOaiQWV abRXW Whe ´heaW aQd 
fRXOQeVV Rf Whe URRPVµ (D. Saunders 1992, 200) and a dirty film that had started to 
cover SaiQWiQgV aW Whe NaWiRQaO GaOOeU\ iQVSiUed iW WR WeVW VRPe Rf Whe ZRUOd·V first 
preventative conservation technologies tailored for museum use.  
 
By encouraging public engagement, the first-wave museums of the Victorian era 
used their spaces and collections to reinforce moral values amongst patrons, from 
obedience to the observance of rigid class hierarchies, while at the same time 
highlighting the glories and acquisitions of the British empire. As Edinburgh 
MXVeXP Rf ScieQce aQd AUW·V fiUVW diUecWRU GeRUge WiOVRQ SXW iW iQ 1858: ´[ThiV] iV a 
Museum of the Industry of Whe WRUOd [«] aQd aV WhiV, iW ZiOO iQcUeaVe RXU 
ciYiOi]aWiRQ aQd add WR RXU SRZeU WR ciYiOi]e Whe UeVW Rf Whe ZRUOdµ (Swinney 2002, 
n.p.). This focus aOORZed PXVeXPV WR e[SORUe ZhaW ¶gRYeUQPeQWaOiW\· (Hall 2005) 
might mean as an apparatus of cultural hegemony, where the minds of a populace 
are won by disseminating the values, beliefs and norms of the ruling class in such a 
way that these ideologies seem to be everyday common sense (Gramsci 1971; Hall 
2002). Engagements with cultural hegemony as a mechanism of institutional 
power relations will be discussed in further depth in Chapter 3. 
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The proponents of the Museum Movement in particular believed that a disorderly 
ZRUkiQg cOaVV cRXOd be bURXghW WR heeO WhURXgh Whe ¶ciYiOiViQg· aVSecWV Rf high 
culture, which would steer their leisure activities away from more disruptive 
pastimes, such as revolting against the state. Tony Bennett (2013, 100) has 
discussed how Victorian museums targeted the bodies of museum-goers as primary 
RbjecWV Rf UefRUP ´through a variety of routines and technologies requiring a shift 
in the norms of bodily comportment [...] rules forbidding eating and drinking, 
outlawing the touching of exhibits [...] what should be worn and what should not. 
In this way, while formally free and open, the museum effected its own pattern of 
informal discriminationsµ (100). Tony Bennett (2013) and Pierre Bourdieu (1984) 
have also described how a duality emerged during this period between the public 
fair as a particular site of disorder, and the public museum as a site of order, where 
patrons could be properly observed, instructed and pacified. For this reason, 
Foucault has described museums alongside prisons and cemeteries as 
¶heWeURWRSiaV·, or spaces "outside of all places" in which the relations of a culture 
are suspended in time to represent, contest or revert "the very institution[s] of 
VRcieW\µ ² in particular its modes of discipline and control (1998; 1978, 179-181). 
 
The Pitt-Rivers Natural History Museum in Oxford is an example of an institution 
that has deliberately maintained its first-wave aesthetics to the present day, to the 
SRiQW WhaW iW iV RfWeQ UefeUUed WR aV a ´PXVeXP Rf a PXVeXPµ (Koshy 2018, n.p.).  It 
was founded in 1844 from the private collection of the archaeologist Augustus Pitt-
Rivers, and is responsible for popularising his typological system of material 
organisation, which came to be used widely across the first-wave institutions of the 
Victorian era. By ordering groups of specimens by type rather than origin (such as 
¶SUiPiWiYe· VSeaUV) Whe original aiP Rf WhiV Wa[RQRP\ ZaV WR ´cRQWURO aQd diUecWµ 
(van Keuren 1984, 189) museum patrons to make comparisons between them, in 
doing so demonstrating the evolution of technologies over time. The tendency of 
this taxonomy to present a particular (in this case, Western European) version of 
history as an unbiased, comprehensive totality has led to much criticism (Chapman 
1991), and it is rarely used by institutions in other waves. In recent years the Pitt-
Rivers Museum itself has made moves to start decolonising its artefacts from their 
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SURbOePaWic RUigiQV b\ VeWWiQg XS iQWeUacWiRQV ZiWh Whe ´RUigiQaWiQg cRPPXQiWieVµ 
(Koshy 2018, n.p.) who created the items in its collection23. 
 
The first-wave articulation of museums as educative laboratories remains a 
formative part of how they continue to understand and construct themselves. 
However, critical contestations have emerged since the Victorian-eUa ¶gROdeQ age· 
which have made many institutions take on their roles with more caution, 
especially regarding how they justify and explain themselves to a British society 
that is increasingly critical of their legacies.  
 
2.8 Second-ZaYe mXVeXmV: ¶NeZ· VSaceV fRU SXblic 
participation  
 
The second wave of museum transformations arose from a series of evolving 
political, social and economic factors that shifted public expectations of museums in 
Britain during the 1970s and 1980s. The post-war period that preceded this second 
wave had brought with it a renewed acknowledgement of the importance of 
¶PRdeUQ· museums as sites of engagement, in a society that was hopeful about the 
possibilities of modernity as a form of social progress. The Arts Council of Great 
Britain, for example, is a non-departmental public body that has commissioned 
artworks and arts organisations since 1946, when it was founded along with other 
government-funded social reforms aimed at widening access to public services (Arts 
Council England 2018). Developments like these enabled many museums like the 
Hayward Gallery, which the Arts Council opened in 1968, to experiment with 
experimental public programmes during this period. 
 
It was not until the second wave of museum transformations, however, that the 
taken-for-granted neutrality of institutional subjectivities started to be questioned. 
In a highly critical 1969 study of 21 museums across Europe, Pierre Bourdieu and 
Alain Darbel found evidence of museums reinforcing discriminatory power 
 
23 Director of the Pitt-Rivers Museum Laura Van Broekhoven has discussed the complexity of these 
exchanges: ´TheUe aUe WiPeV ZheQ \RX WhiQk, ¶WhaW aUe Ze dRiQg heUe? AUe Ze decRORQiViQg RU aUe Ze QeR-
cRORQiViQg?· [...] BXW WhaW·V Zh\ iW·V VR iPSRUWaQW WR WhiQk WhURXgh Whe SRZeU baOaQceV iQ WheVe UeOaWiRQVhiSV. IW 
should certainly never be tokenistic. Decolonising really needs to be a process and as it deeply questions the 
iQVWiWXWiRQaO SUacWiceV iW ZiOO RfWeQ be SaiQfXOµ (Koshy 2018, n.p.). Despite these moves, to date very few artefacts 
from the Pitt-Rivers collection have actually been repatriated back to their originating communities. 
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UeOaWiRQV WhURXgh ¶cXOWXUaO diVWiQcWiRQ·, which nurtured the aesthetic views of the 
upper classes who, as a result of social conditioning, already had enough knowledge 
Rf aUW WR feeO Oike ´SeRSOe Rf WaVWeµ (Bourdieu, Darbel, and Schnapper 1991, 94), 
while making others feel excluded. Other accounts derided Whe ´bRXUgeRiV, ZeVWeUQ, 
SaWUiaUchaO aQd QaWiRQaOµ (Sternfeld 2013, 2) biases of PXVeXPV· curatorial 
practices, and the nurturing of public museums in particular as ´QaWiRQaOiVWic 
WePSOe[V] Rf cXOWXUeµ (Hooper-Greenhill 1992, 12). 
 
The influential work of postcolonial scholars like Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak 
(1999, 1988), Edward Said (1978, 2014) and Baidik Bhattacharya (2011, 2017), 
meanwhile, has revealed how the cultivation and display of museum collections 
has led to a politics of cultural dominance. By attributing universalist 
classifications to acquired (and all too often, stolen) cultural artefacts according to 
the taxonomies of their colonisers, they have argued, the power of dominant groups 
and their knowledges have been solidified while the those of others have been 
diPiQiVhed. B\ deSicWiQg ´The EaVWµ WhURXgh SaWURQiViQg deSicWiRQV Rf Whe 
VeePiQgO\ ¶e[RWic· cXOWXUeV ZhR haYe iQhabiWed QaWiRQV iQ Whe MiddOe East, Asia 
and North Africa, for example, Said (1978) has explored how their representation 
has become inextricably tied to the legacies of British imperialism. BhaWWachaU\a·V 
(2011, 2017) work, meanwhile, has discussed how the cultural dominance of high-
income nations has resulted in lasting spatial configurations, which reinforce the 
heUPeQeXWic dRPiQaQce Rf ¶UXOiQg· UaceV aQd Whe iQfeUiRUiW\ Rf RSSUeVVed VRciaO 
groups at the margins, whom Spivak (1988) haV UefeUUed WR aV Whe ¶VXbaOWeUQ·. 
 
These evolving consciousnesses led to a period where the traditions of the so-called 
¶modern· museum (in particular the elitist presumptions mentioned previously and 
the reinforcement of curators as unbiased cultural authorities) were increasingly 
questioned by publics. The discourses of what has loosely been referred to as ¶NeZ 
MXVeRORg\· have enjoined museums to reflect more critically on the ways their 
collections had historically reinforced the values of privileged social groups, and 
also on the conceptual assumptions underlying their practices as conservators and 
educators. New Museological approaches typically involve three primary points of 
departure from the practices Rf Whe ¶PRdeUQ· PXVeum: First, an acknowledgement 
that the meanings of museum artefacts are contextual and situated, not objective; 
second, an integration of ¶new· practices that promote public participation; and 
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third, an understanding that visitors perceive exhibitions through a multiplicity of 
perspectives (Macdonald 2011; Vergo 1997).  
 
The debates introduced by New Museology also highlighted an increased public 
consciousness of the politics Rf UeSUeVeQWaWiRQ. IQ aQ aiP WR ´abaQdRQ PRQROiWhic 
YiViRQV Rf hiVWRU\µ (Ross 2004, 85) museums like the Tate Modern, which opened in 
2000 as a sister-site to the Tate Britain in London, have actively sought to redress 
Whe WUadiWiRQaO PXVeXP SUiRUiWiVaWiRQ Rf ¶high· RU eOiWiVW cXOWXUaO fRUPV RYeU WhRVe Rf 
¶ORZ· RU PaVV cXOWXUe (Griswold 2008), and the narratives of certain traditions, 
ethnicities, genders and experiences over others. The ongoing efforts of some 
institutions to ¶decolonise· their collections by returning them to their original 
owners is another attempt at atonement after ´five centuries of European 
dominance" (Beurden 2018, 66).  
 
Like those of the first wave, the social experiments of second-wave cultural 
institutions have often coincided with those of local and national governments. 
Under the Labour-controlled administration of Ken Livingstone on the Greater 
London Council (GLC) from 1981 to 1986, and the national New Labour 
administration of Tony Blair from 1997 to 2010 there was a push by both museums 
and governments to promote greater public participation in the arts. For museums, 
this helped address the issues of access and diversity that had been introduced by 
New Museology. Reflecting the progressive populism of a Labour-controlled GLC, 
the aim was to empower minorities and other marginalised communities not only 
to SaUWiciSaWe PRUe ZideO\ iQ SXbOic cXOWXUe, bXW aOVR iQ SROiWicV. AV Whe GLC·V AUWV 
aQd RecUeaWiRQ CRPPiWWee chaiU TRQ\ BaQkV SXW iW: ´IQ aOO GLC SROicieV WheUe ZaV 
aQ iQgUedieQW Zhich iQYROYed Whe aUWV« Ze cRXOd XVe Whe aUWV, iQ a Za\, WR [bXiOd] a 
better understanding of the other policies. We could, in other words, use the arts as 
a medium for a political messageµ (Bianchini 1987, 105).  
 
For New Labour, meanwhile, the push for public participation in the arts was 
motivated by a different set of factors. These are illustrated most prominently in 
the commercially-motivated experiments of third-wave museums, but they can also 
be seen in the relationship that started to emerge between New Museology, public 
policy and social practice art in the 1990s (Bishop 2012). The turn towards social 
SUacWice aUW, RU ´aUW WhaW iV VRciaOO\ eQgaged, ZheUe Whe VRciaO iQWeUacWiRQ iV aW VRPe 
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OeYeO Whe aUWµ (Tate 2017c, n.p.) signalled the emergence of a new mode of second-
wave social interventionism, which like New Museology aimed to challenge the 
hegemony of museums through public engagement. This time, however, the 
primary agents of progress were not politicians or curators but instead artists, who 
aimed to overturn traditional hierarchies between creators and audiences with 
respect to cultural artefacts. In response to an art scene that they viewed as too 
preoccupied with the commodification of cultural artefacts as alienated objects to 
be sold, social practice artists called for works of art to be ongoing projects that 
viewers would be invited to participate in, much like the telematic art experiments 
of early computational artists in 1970s Britain described in Section 2.3. 
 
In 1999, for example, the Danish arts collective Superflux created an internet TV 
station projecW caOOed ¶TeQaQWVSiQ· Zhich eQgaged eOdeUO\ iQhabiWaQWV Rf a hRXViQg 
project in Liverpool, the results of which were exhibited at FACT Liverpool24, an 
arts space that remains an influence for many of the fourth-wave spaces described 
in this thesis. The project has been described by curator Charles Esche as a social 
¶WRRO· becaXVe Rf iWV aim to build a stronger sense of community amongst residents 
of the tower block (Bishop 2012). Crucially, Esche has added, it enlisted the 
aXdieQce aV ´heOSeUV iQ Whe SURdXcWiRQ aQd UeceSWiRQ Rf Whe aUWµ, iQ Whe SURceVV 
bXiOdiQg aQ aUWZRUk WhaW ZhiOe URRWed iQ cRPPXQiW\, ´aOVR [haV] SXUchaVe RQ aQ 
iQWeUQaWiRQaO aUW ZRUOdµ (Esche 2005, 11).  
 
The art critic Nicolas Bourriard has typically been credited with popularising social 
practice, RU ZhaW he caOOed ¶UeOaWiRQaO· art, as its own genre by calling for the 
aUWicXOaWiRQ Rf a QeZ ´cUiWeUia Rf aeVWheWic jXdgePeQWµ (2002, 4) that addresses not 
only the outputs of culture, but also the effects of its interrelations. In one of many 
critical responses which have addressed the myriad contradictions of social practice 
art, Claire Bishop (2012) has discussed how social practice art started to dissolve 
as a distinct cultural aesthetic under the positivist cultural rhetoric of New Labour 
policies under Tony Blair in the 1990s and 2000s ² which were, in a sense, 
UeVSRQVeV WR BRXUUiaUd·V caOO.  
 
 
24 Liverpool Foundation for Art and Technology. 
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During this period, cultural policy departed from the democratic socialism of the 
GLC under Labour, and the subsequent neglect of the Conservatives, by 
attempting to harness free market economics to both encourage greater public 
participation in the arts (by reintroducing universal free admission to British 
museums in 2001, for example) and calculate their utility to society. In the 
influential report ¶UVe RU RUQaPeQW?· (Matarasso 1997) published by the think-tank 
Comedia in the same year that New Labour came into office, which was the most 
extensive piece of research into the social impacts of participatory art of its time, 
cultural engagement iV deSicWed aV a SaQacea fRU PaQ\ Rf VRcieW\·V faiOiQgV. Among 
the 50 listed benefits include assertions that it prevents crime, promotes 
intercultural contact, and makes individuals less anti-social.  
 
By makiQg ¶e[cOXViYiW\ YeUVXV iQcOXViYiW\· (Bishop 2012) the main mechanism of 
receiving public funding, the national government again engaged in social 
experiments as it had during the museum golden age. The effects of 
transformations of this kind remain limited, however, if they promote social 
stability over social change. Instead of addressing the structural inequalities that 
historically limited arts participation amongst the marginalised, for example, it 
has been argued that NeZ LabRXU·V cXOWXUaO SROicieV ´aiP[ed] WR ¶heOS· SeRSOe acceSW 
WhePµ (Merli 2002, 113), aV ´VeOf-administering, fully functioning consumers [«] 
who caQ cRSe ZiWh a deUegXOaWed, SUiYaWi]ed ZRUOdµ (BiVhRS 2011, S. 14). The 
encouragement of a creative sector, meanwhile, where workers assume the 
entrepreneurial risk-taking behaviours commonly associated with artists rather 
than attributing those risks to governments or corporations, can be viewed as a 
strategy to minimise reliance on a welfare state (Belfiore 2012).  
 
These kinds of second-wave experiments in arts participation have led to a 
widespread instrumentalization of museum inclusion practices in the U.K., and it 
is now typical for funding ecosystems to require museums to demonstrate clear 
evidence of the positive social and economic outcomes of their public programmes. 
Many museums (including those featured in this thesis) thus continue to 
experiment with second-wave initiatives that increase participation in the arts. 
This being said, some museums can also be seen resisting further quantification of 
their engagements by setting up new opportunities for public participation that are 
deliberately difficult to measure, as Chapter 6 will illustrate. In the next section, I 
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describe the impact of the economic shifts of the late 2000s on the development of 
museum experiments in their third wave. 
 
2.9 Third-wave museums: Marketised actors  
 
The U.K. government·V austerity measures that followed the global financial crisis 
Rf 2007/08 SURSeOOed ZhaW haV beeQ UefeUUed WR aV a ´UegUeVViYe UediVWUibXWiRQµ 
(Hastings et al. 2017, 2007) of government services that included drastic reductions 
in public spending, capped benefits, income freezes and cuts across public offerings 
from schools to housing. This restructuring of British society along market lines 
has been described by theorists Stuart Hall, Doreen Massey and Michael Rustin in 
the Kilburn Manifesto (2013) as a form of soft power that has encouraged the 
cultivation of entrepreneurial subjectivities across urban regions and institutions 
alike that reinforce the mechanisms of neoliberalism (or global free-market 
economics) as common sense. They suggest applying a conjunctural approach to 
locate these shifts not as part of a master plan of a ´caSiWaOiVW VXSeU cOaVVµ (Grayson 
and Little 2017, 61), but instead as the product of the converging relations of many 
actors and influences which circulate around particular temporal moments.  
 
Applying a conjunctural approach to the third wave of museum developments in 
particular allows me to examine in this section how the gradual marketization 
associated with neoliberal policies has affected their practices. The growing 
precariousness of creative workers who precipitated the so-called ´rise of the 
creative classµ (Donald, Gertler, and Tyler 2013, 3) lauded by governments, for 
example, has encouraged interactions between unexpected collaborators to reach 
new audiences, like the brand partnership between Tate and the international 
clothing company Uniqlo that launched the ¶Uniqlo Tate Lates· series for young 
people as a marketing project at Tate Modern in 2016 (Steven 2017). Another 
example can be seen in the market-oriented approach of the Heritage Lottery 
Fund, a non-departmental public body in the U.K. which distributes grants to not-
for-profit organisations like museums based on the sale of National Lottery tickets. 
On years like 2018 when lottery ticket sales decline, there is a corresponding drop 
in much-needed grants for museums in particular (Bailey 2018).  
 
 45 
These shifting relations can also be witnessed in the progression in arts discourse 
from economic to managerial language, ZiWh WeUPV Oike ¶cXOWXUaO iQdXVWU\· being 
UeSOaced b\ ¶cUeaWiYe iQdXVWU\·, aQd PRUe UeceQWO\ ¶cUeaWiYe ecRQRP\·, WR accRPSaQ\ 
the migration of public services from state to market provision (Newbigin 2017; 
Mateos-Garcia and Bakhshi 2013). Garnham (2005) has described how such shifts 
reveal the increased ideological value of terms that describe arts engagement in 
terms of economic growth. This intertwining of cultural and economic capital has 
been especially prevalent in the urban regions of Britain, where the pursuit of a 
more competitive ¶entrepreneurial city· (Harvey 1989) has shaped urban 
geographies according to the criteria of global neoliberal accumulation. 
 
 In London, for example, redevelopment projects typically include the provision of 
space for ´cUeaWiYe iQdXVWUieV WR aWWUacW UeOeYaQW SURfeVViRQaOV, bXViQeVVeV aQd 
WaOeQWµ (Pappalepore, Maitland, and Smith 2014, 12), and museums are viewed as 
valuable assets for tourism. One of the primary ways in which museums are being 
transformed as a result of these capital flows is through the emergence of a 
´cRQVXPeU-RUieQWedµ (Ross 2004, 86) approach to the framing and delivery of their 
offerings in order to draw additional funding out of the vacuum left by austerity 
measures. In this setting, image-making is used by museums and cities alike to 
cRPSeWe fRU Whe aWWeQWiRQ Rf WRXUiVWV aQd dRQRUV ZhR ZaQW WR ´geW Rff Whe beaWeQ 
WUack aQd diVcRYeU Whe ¶UeaO ciW\·µ (Maitland 2013, 14). By emulating the language 
of entertainment and leisure products, the concept of London itself is rebranded 
iQWR ´CiW\ aV EYeQWµ (Evans 2003, 417), its museums depicted as prime 
environments for urban luxury consumption. 
 
These developments have correlated with the rise of what Pine and Gilmore (1999) 
haYe caOOed aQ ´e[SeUieQce ecRQRP\µ, ZheUe memorable experiences become the 
product, and discerning consumers (such as younger museum visitors) prioritise 
immersive encounters. This has propelled institutions in London like the Science 
Museum to prioritise exhibits which feaWXUe ´iQfRWaiQPeQWµ (Lucas 1991) or less 
chaUiWabO\, ´PiQdOeVV OeaUQiQgµ (Yahya 1996, 123) opportunities that present 
knowledges simply, using hands-on play as a form of entertainment. This erosion of 
boundaries between popular culture and art, and between economic and aesthetic 
priorities, replaces Whe SUiPac\ Rf BRXUdieX aQd DaUbeO·V ZRUUieV abRXW cXOWXUaO 
distinction in the 1960s with what has been referred WR aV a ´cXOWXUe Rf diVWUacWiRQµ 
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(Prior 2005, 123), where museums are situated next to shopping malls and 
amusement parks as consumer entertainments. 
 
Meanwhile, as the efforts of civil society organisations combine with a greater 
public access of once-hidden corporate practices, there has been a greater demand 
fRU ¶cRUSRUaWe VRciaO UeVSRQVibiOiW\· RU CSR (defiQed aV Whe VeWWiQg-aside of profits for 
projects deemed positive for society) programmes (Bénabou and Tirole 2010). CSR 
has come to encompass a wide variety of initiatives, from internal projects such as 
being more environment-friendly or respectful of local communities, to external 
VXSSRUW fRU ¶gRRd· caXVeV VXch aV edXcaWiRQ ² and, increasingly, the arts. The 
cultivation of CSR relationships with museums in particular has allowed global 
corporations like Uniqlo to become increasingly integral cultural actors, by 
projecting their own interests through association and collaboration (Rectanus 
2002, 3).  
 
When combined with the aforementioned pressures on museums to become more 
resilient and entrepreneurial actors, the conjunctural moment which defines the 
WhiUd ZaYe Rf PXVeXP e[SeUiPeQWV iV SeUhaSV beVW deVcUibed aV ´Whe QeZ eWhRV Rf 
cRUSRUaWe iQYROYePeQWµ (Hooper-Greenhill 1992, 1). Seitanidi and Ryan (2007) have 
described how these partnerships have gradually become the main mode of 
interaction between non-profit organisations and businesses over the past 200 
years, primarily through transactional relations like sponsorships and other forms 
of social partnership. The embedding of CSR programmes into the activities of 
museums as other forms of funding are diminished is, of course, not without its 
SROiWicV. IQ heU e[aPiQaWiRQ Rf Whe ceOebUiW\ ¶ceOaQWhURS\· Rf Whe VicWRUiaQ SeUiRd 
and its association to the ¶ShiOaQWhURcaSiWaOiVP· Rf cRQWePSRUaU\ cRUSRUaWe 
VSRQVRUVhiS aV VeeQ iQ iQiWiaWiYeV Oike BRQR·V RED caPSaigQ, fRU e[aPSOe, JR 
Littler (2015) has argued that while the charitable projects of Victorian donors 
contributed to a British welfare state that was not yet in existence, 
philanthrocapitalism has been more deeply involved in helping dismantle it. The 
entrepreneurial philanthropy that helps define the focus and remit of museum 
endeavours in their third wave of progress is rooted in the assumption that 
neoliberal capitalism, despite its social ills, can also lead to social good. As a result, 
Littler states, charity has become yet another opportunity for capital accumulation, 
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XVed aV ´a PeaQV WR iQcUeaVe cRUSRUaWe SRZeU ² by stealth, and with an ostensibly 
PRUaO aOibiµ (2015, 475). 
 
However, it can also be argued that the transformation of some museums into 
multi-use cultural centres, such as the Centre Pompidou in Paris and the 
ArtScience Museum in Singapore, also provides them with new opportunities to 
become not only sites of consumption, but also what Rectanus (2002) has referred 
to as sites of interactive technology transfer. The modes of production enabled by 
these encounters take many forms, from philanthropic community-oriented 
activities in the public spaces of museums to more experimental engagements like 
WhRVe Rf TaWe·V UQiTOR LaWeV, ZhRVe cXUaWRUV ZRUked with the London-based radio 
station NTS to feature music mixes created by local artists at public events (Anand 
2018). As will also be discussed in the analytical chapters of this thesis, corporate 
funding can even provide museums like Tate and the British Museum with 
unprecedented opportunities to launch more ambitious hands-on programmes that 
they would never have been able to afford otherwise.  
 
In such moments, the traditions of shared machine shops, museums and external 
funders meet to co-create new kinds of experiences. Thus, the third wave of 
museum progress is defined not by government experiments with social 
integration, but instead by a general commodification of culture. As the interests of 
markets and museums continue to converge, the boundaries between cultural and 
consumptive experiences blur. In future-focused Asian cities like Singapore and 
Chengdu, for example, a new generation of third-wave museums are nestled within 
luxury condominium complexes and shopping malls and are now entirely run by 
corporations, who manage them not as cultural partners, but instead as cultural 
curators. What delineates museums in their second or third wave from those in 
their fourth, however, is not a question of whether marketization has occurred 
(because it is now a characteristic of every museum in the U.K.) but rather what 
kinds of tools and practices are used to evoke the kinds of social transformations 
that museums hope to enable. In the next section, I will discuss the fourth-wave 
museum as a place for experimentation with interactive technologies. 
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2.10 Fourth-wave museums: Sites of interactive 
technology transfer 
 
As discussed in their first wave of transformations aimed at educating publics 
through instructive and disciplining mechanisms, British museums (like 
makerspaces) have always experimented with new technologies to survive. To deal 
with the damp environments of disused Tube stations of London where artworks 
were hidden during WWII airstrikes, for example, the technical prevention of 
artefact deterioration became a primary concern for institutions like the British 
Museum in the 1940s, who led in the cultivatioQ Rf ¶ZeW URRPV· fRU e[SeUiPeQWiQg 
with new conservation technologies (Lambert 2014). Hooper-Greenhill has also 
discussed how new technologies and subject-positions have been formed at times 
when museums have found themselves needing to care for newly acquired and 
VeQViWiYe PaWeUiaOV, QeceVViWaWiQg cRUUeVSRQdiQg iQQRYaWiRQV iQ ´cROOecWiQg, VWRUiQg, 
diYidiQg, aQd VRUWiQgµ (1992, 176).  
 
 
Fig. 4: Craftivism workshop, Refugee Week, V&A Sackler Centre (Craftivist Collective 2014). 
 
It was not until the adoption of digital technologies by many museums in the 
1990s, however, that their sociotechnical innovations became evident from a public 
perspective. In 1994, the Natural History Museum became the first in the U.K. to 
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publish its website on the web in the form of an e-brochure (Hawkey 2004). By the 
early 2000s, however, the digitising activities of museums were still primarily 
focused on enhancing their operations, for example by ´building digital collections, 
creating silos for museum education, curating virtual exhibits [and] multimedia 
resourcesµ (Hume and Mills 2011, 276). In 2003, a study of 371 museums in 
SZedeQ cRQcOXded WhaW XVe Rf Whe Zeb ´ZaV VWiOO iQ iWV iQfaQc\µ (Lagrosen 2003, 
132) because of continued confusion about its possibilities amongst museum staff. 
 
PeUhaSV Whe biggeVW facWRU iQ Whe cXOWXUaO VecWRU·V acceOeUaWiRQ WRZaUdV digiWaO WRRO 
usage in the 2000s was a convergence of marketization (as experienced in third-
wave museum developments) and the other economic pressures experienced by 
museums in their fourth wave to stay competitive for grants and other funding 
opportunities. Roy Hawkey (2004) has described how the increased importance of 
user engagement targets in Britain has enhanced the value of digital learning 
specialists, who are increasingly invited to join curators and other teams in the 
development of exhibitions and public programmes. These shifts have coincided 
with a re-emergence of the first-wave Victorian subject-SRViWiRQ Rf ¶PXVeXP aV 
edXcaWRU WR Whe PaVVeV·, e[ceSW WhiV WiPe Whe fRcXV has been less on provoking 
reformist-era social order, and more on reinforcing the modes of access introduced 
in second- and third-wave museum experiments. Pressure from activist groups like 
Museum Detox25, for example, continues to push museums to "be more transparent 
about the provenance" of their collections by "amplify[ing] the voices of the 
oppressed" through new public programmes (The Economist 2018, n.p.). 
 
Where cuts to funding have been combined with the continued implementation of 
the kinds of quantitative performance measures that were introduced in Britain by 
New Labour, museums have increasingly prioritised experimental digital 
programmes as one way to address these concerns. An analysis of 12 cultural 
institutions around the world by Hume and Mills (2011) found a clear interrelation 
between economic pressures and uses of interactive technologies. This wave of 
experiments is also defined by institutions in the U.K. hosting their first temporary 
techno-social gatherings or TTGs (Braybrooke, Damiani, and Philip Sage 2018) in 
an overt invitation to open up their collections to be remixed and used by non-
 
25 A group of young museum professionals from BAME backgrounds who formed in 2016 with the aim to 
"challenge narratives in cultural institutions" (Museum Detox 2016) 
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traditional groups, who typically include hackers and makers. In 2014, an £8.6m 
digital arts partnership funded by the U.K. Arts Council and the BBC funded the 
TaWe·V fiUVW hackaWhRQ. The project involved 140 creative practitioners including the 
Chinese artist Ai Wei Wei, who provided the names of victims of the 2008 Sichuan 
earthquake as a piece of data to be iterated upon by himself and others (Masters 
2014). Aiming to ´encourage digital innovationµ through collaborative interactions, 
the Tate asked participants to "take any form of data and transform it into a 
digital artwork" (Ruggerio 2014, n.p.), resulting in 40 new pieces of digital art. 
 
By the time the U.K.·V first collections makerspace, the Sackler Centre, opened at 
the V&A in the mid 2000s, the time was ripe for more enduring engagements with 
digital technologies that would provide new opportunities for museum visitors to, 
in the words of Rectanus (2002, 238), ´WXUQ Whe WabOeVµ RQ Whe SURdXcWiRQ Rf cXOWXUe. 
As V&A Digital Programmes Manager Irini Papadimitriou has explained 
(interview 09/03/17), from the very early days Rf Whe SackOeU CeQWUe heU WeaP ´had 
aW RXU diVSRVabOe acceVVibOe WechQRORgieV« VR WheUe ZaV PURceVViQg, SURgUaPPiQg 
playgrounds, Arduino, Lilypad... very much focused around DIY and open source 
culture... and we just started experimenting with these and exposing people to 
them. People of all ages and backgrounds. In this way, we used the Sackler as a 
kind of lab, or a big open studio, which was the whole idea - to make it accessible, 
WR eQabOe QeZ cROOabRUaWiRQV.µ The\ did QRW haYe PaQ\ links with makerspaces of 
the time, she said, because many of the maker- and hackerspaces themselves were 
still starting up in London. She explained that ´it was media labs we were leaning 
towards at the time, not makerspaces really, but maybe that was just because 
PakeU PRYePeQWV hadQ·W beeQ aV YiVibOe WR XV iQ 2008. The\ ZeUe haSSeQiQg iQ 
VWXdiRV, behiQd Whe VceQeV, Whe bXW ZeUe OeVV eYideQW back WheQ. NRZ, eYeU\WhiQg·V 
VR cRQQecWed.µ IQ Whe eQd, Vhe Vaid, WhaW cROOabRUaWiRQ caPe QaWurally, because of 
those kinds of ´cRQWiQXaO OiQk[s]µ beWZeeQ PakeUV aQd PXVeXPV (see Fig. 5).  
 
In many ways, the introduction of the collections makerspace as a fourth-wave 
makerspace experiment into the halls of cultural institutions that had once been 
fortresses of Victorian-eUa ¶gROdeQ age· aXWhRUiW\, like the British Museum, reveals 
a convergence of institutional, government and market-driven interests, each of 
which have impacted on their enablement. As Elena Hooper-Greenhill has put it: 
"Museums, in common with all other social institutions, serve many masters, and 
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PXVW SOa\ WXQeV accRUdiQgO\µ (1992, 1). However, this does not mean that museums 
have not been able to introduce transformations of their own in return. A central 
aspect of the kinds of partnerships that have funded institutional makerspaces in 
their fourth wave of developments has been Whe ceQWUaOiW\ Rf ´iQWeUacWiYe 
WechQRORg\ WUaQVfeUµ (Rectanus 2002, 241), where information, services, products, 
hardware and software are exchanged between technology corporations and 
museums in such a way that the digital technologies used also shape the context of 
their broader social relations, for example the ways they articulate and consume 
data, and their promotion of digital making. As I have discussed elsewhere, many 
of the impacts of partnerships between institutional and grassroots actors are still 
in the process of being studied, and thus the results of these kinds of cross-sectoral 
experiments in material participations can be more transformative than expected 
(Braybrooke and Smith 2018). The potential of these interactions, where new kinds 
of spaces for sociotechnical and material experimentation which have at least 
partly been inspired by the autonomous, radical interventions of the grassroots 
spaces that came before them are introduced into institutional territories, is 
important, and will be returned to in many different ways throughout this thesis. 
 
2.11 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I explored how the gradual intertwining of the seemingly separate 
lineages of makerspaces and PXVeXPV ZiWh Whe RSeQiQg Rf Whe U.K.·V fiUVW 
collections makerspace at the V&A has helped inspire the onset of the spaces 
examined in this study. I arranged these tales into four waves which focused on 
their sociotechnical experimentations, which I argued occured sometimes 
chronologically, and at other times concurrently, depending on the conjunctural 
moments within which they were situated (Hall, Massey, and Rustin 2013).  
 
The genealogy began with a key moment of convergence in 2008, where the two 
lineages meet with the launch of the Sackler Centre for Arts and Education at the 
V&A. From this point, I traced the first hacker- and media lab-defined experiments 
of the makerspace model from the political focus of first-wave spaces, to the 
sustainability sought by second-wave spaces, to the mainstreaming of third-wave 
developments, and to the hybridised, institutional partnerships of spaces in their 
fourth wave. I then turned to the experiments of museum spaces, taking a look at 
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the educative first-wave efforts of Victorian museums, second-wave museum 
innovations that took a more critical and instrumental look at art participation, 
third-wave interactions that led to museum marketisation and partnership-
building, and fourth-wave museum experiments in interactive technology transfer.  
 
It is important to note here that this rendering of history is by no means complete. 
In seeking both absences and moments of contestation, I have found that there is 
no single way to tell the stories of these spaces in all their myriad detail. On a 
practical level, this has meant that by focusing on certain themes (such as recorded 
instances of sociotechnical experimentation, and lesser-known community 
histories) over others (from the education policies of museums to interactions 
between makerspaces and schools), my rendering of the determinants of these 
histories has inevitably omitted other determinants which impacted on the form 
and function of these spaces. This chapter also illustrates how while the proposed 
waves do constitute a general progression, they have also emerged at uneven 
moments, propelled by unexpected offers of institutional funding, new 
collaborators, and complex needs that have manifested themselves and shown their 
influence in different ways in different temporal moments. A few first-wave media 
labs like SPACE Studios in London, for example, may continue to co-exist in the 
current day alongside the collections makerspaces of this study, but it can also be 
argued that they might be best-placed within the fourth wave of makerspace 
progress by virtue of their increased institutional partnerships and evolving 
priorities26.  As a result, several of the hybrid spaces depicted in this thesis are 
experiencing the developments of many waves at once, and may defy the 
organisation and sequencing of events in this chapter altogether. In the next 
chapter, I will explore the nature and impacts of these interactions and multiplicies 
in further depth by establishing the conceptual frameworks that will help me 
examine the hybrid spatialities ² and power relations ² that are produced by 
experimental spaces which exist within institutional territories.  
 
  
 
26 While SPACE would not necessarily call itself a shared machine shop, it shares many characteristics 
with first-wave SMSs. It has taken many forms since it was opened in 1968 by a collective of artists, and now runs 
19 studio sites across 7 neighbourhoods in London, as well as a public space which is used for its digital 
programmes (SPACE 2017). 
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3. A framework of space and power  
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
"Power structures everything: Relations between the sexes, between social groups, 
between capital and labour. How do we assert it - or defy it?"  
 
- Matthew Sweet, The Economist, 2019 
 
In this chapter, I turn to the contingent relations of power and space that 
constitute the practices of what I have termed collections makerspaces. In doing so, 
the aim is to build a conceptual framework that enables me to view how the 
¶VSaces· Rf institutional spaces are constructed. This space-making is understood as 
both a product of the power relations of the institutional environment of each space 
and its host, while also in a process of continual flux based on the evolving needs of 
those who are involved in it. To start to explore these kinds of institutionally-
situated relations of power and space, this chapter examines key perspectives from 
two related fields of conceptual inquiry. The first field portrays power relations as 
central to social practice, and the second portrays space as central to social 
practice. In the case of many of the theorists referenced in this chapter, most 
notably Doreen Massey, Stuart Hall, Henri Lefebvre and David Harvey, these 
fields have been interwoven to discuss space-making itself as a form of power.  
 
This chapter progresses as follows. In the first part of the chapter, I take a look at 
how the practices and power relations of institutional spaces are intertwined. In 
particular, I examine how their social practice is associated with the mechanisms 
of institutional power relations and discourses, as discussed in the classic works of 
Michel Foucault (1980; 1975), Antonio Gramsci (1971) and Stuart Hall (1973, 2002, 
2005; 2013). In the second part of the chapter, I look at the mechanisms of space 
itself as a socially productive and relational force. Working from the spatial triads 
of Lefebvre ([1974] 1991) and Harvey (1994, 2004), the critical contestations of 
Doreen Massey (1994, 2005, 1992, 1993), and an additional framing from Rob 
Kitchin and Martin Dodge (2005; 2011), I introduce the six conceptual frames that 
will help me explore how the particular spatiality of the field sites examined by 
this thesis is produced through their relations. 
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Together, these explorations of space and power make up the conceptual 
framework that grounds this thesis, which is derived from the work of theorists 
who conceive of space as a dynamic process of co-production. This process, I will 
argue, is rooted in heterogeneous social and material practices, which may be both 
limited by, and at the same time resistant to, the processes of dominance and 
power with which they are in negotiation.  
 
3.2 Power as a process 
 
In this section, I begin by examining MicheO FRXcaXOW·V WheRU\ Rf ¶SRZeU/kQRZOedge· 
(1980; 1975) to explore how domination can be maintained not through force, but 
instead through the discursive mechanisms of social relations. I will then work 
with the concept of cultural hegemony as discussed by Antonio Gramsci (1971) and 
redeveloped by Stuart Hall (1986, 2002; 2013) to understand how power can be 
maintained through consent, where the ideologies (ideas, beliefs, values and 
QRUPV) Rf a VRcieW\·V dRPiQaQW gURXSV aUe diVVePiQaWed iQ VXch a Za\ that they 
aSSeaU WR be cRPPRQ VeQVe. B\ iQWegUaWiQg HaOO·V eQcRdiQg/decRdiQg WheRU\ (1973), 
I will examine how such ideologies can be embedded into mass cultural texts, and 
how these communications can be not only reinforced but also subverted by 
consumers who choose to become ¶SURdXVeUV· by engaging in both passive and active 
modes of participation (Bruns 2008, 2014). This will help me examine power both 
as a set of processes, and as a socially productive force.  
 
Power exercised through knowledge and discourse  
 
Michel Foucault (c.f. 1990, 1975) has described how power can be manifested 
through a variety of techniques, namely those of discursive practices and social 
UeOaWiRQV. ´TheUe iV QR SRZeU UeOaWiRQ ZiWhRXW Whe cRUUeOaWiYe cRQVWiWXWiRQ Rf a fieOd 
Rf kQRZOedge,µ he has stated, ´QRU aQ\ kQRZOedge that does not presuppose and 
cRQVWiWXWe aW Whe VaPe WiPe SRZeU UeOaWiRQVµ (1975, 27). Foucault deployed the term 
¶SRZeU/kQRZOedge27· in particular to reveal how certain knowledges are suppressed, 
 
27 WhiOe I ZiOO QRW be abOe WR dR jXVWice WR Whe cRPSOe[iW\ Rf FRXcaXOW·V ZRUkV RQ hiVWRUieV Rf Ve[XaOiW\ heUe, 
I ZiOO QRWe WhaW he did iQWURdXce a WhiUd ¶VhifW· Rf WhiQkiQg iQ UeOation to power in addition to that of 
power/knowledge in Volume 2 of The History of Sexuality ² WhaW Rf Whe VXbjecW. ´AfWeU fiUVW VWXd\iQg Whe gaPeV Rf 
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while others are produced, as a form of power ² signifying how the dominant 
discourses of a society, from its scientific inquiries to its rule of law, come to be 
seen as common sense. Because a form of knowledge is expressed through 
corresponding practices and social relations that further reinforce its claims, 
Foucault argued, iW ´QRW RQO\ aVVXPeV Whe aXWhRUiW\ Rf 'Whe WUXWh', bXW haV Whe 
power to make itself true. All knowledge, once applied in the real world, has 
effecWV, aQd iQ WhaW VeQVe aW OeaVW, 'becRPeV WUXe· (1975, 27). In this reading, the 
discourses oU ¶gaPeV Rf WUXWh· Rf a VRcieW\ aUe e[SUeVVed eYeU\ZheUe aQd caQ be 
seen in everything, because they are manifested and reinforced through social 
relations. While the omniscience of these mechanisms of power may feel restrictive, 
they are not necessarily only repressive, because they can also lead to the 
production of new social realities and regimes of truth. In this continual capacity 
for production, Foucault argued, there are also possibilities for contestation, where 
new discourses emerge. 
 
Here, I can begin to understand the mechanisms of power as maintained through a 
process of continual negotiation. It is then valuable to ask not who happens to have 
power in any given moment, but instead what fields it is manifested within, and 
how these fields ensure a particular set of social realities are ´gUadXaOO\, 
progressively [and] materially constituted through a multiplicity of organisms, 
fRUceV, eQeUgieV, PaWeUiaOV, deViUeV [aQd] WhRXghWVµ (Foucault and Gordon 1980, 97). 
By viewing the power relations of different kinds of actors as rooted in social 
relations and historically contingent ideas that produce seemingly irrefutable 
knowledge and meaning (Adams 2017), this conception of power allows me to start 
to understand how the dominant discourses of a society come to reinforce the 
values, beliefs and norms of some groups over others. As Foucault has shown in his 
studies of how dominant notions of sexuality, morality, crime and madness have 
evolved over time (c.f. 1967, 1975, 1990), the nature of these relations is crafted, 
manifested and disseminated within a plurality of related fields, including (and 
often most prominently) those of institutional and state-endorsed environments.  
 
 
WUXWh [«] iQ WheiU iQWeUSOa\ ZiWh RQe aQRWheU [...] aQd WheQ VWXd\iQg WheiU iQWeUacWiRQ ZiWh SRZeU UeOaWions, as 
exemplified by punitive practices - I felt obliged to study the games of truth in relationship of self with self and the 
fRUPiQg Rf RQeVeOf aV a VXbjecW,µ he Vaid (1990, 6). 
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An example of this perspective on power can be seen in the works of STS scholars 
who examine the ways that artefacts, like a digital device or an item in a cultural 
collection, can also be viewed as discursive subjects. Through their relations with 
other kinds of actors, it is argued, they too carry the agency to reinforce or 
XQdeUPiQe Whe ´iQWeUSUeWiYe QegRWiaWiRQ[V]µ (Magaudda 2014, 66) of a society, and 
caQ eYeQ ´fRUPaWµ (Law 2016, 32) it by interacting with its dominant narratives, 
texts and interactions. By reading webs of knowledge production in this way, 
Donna Haraway has argued, iW Pa\ becRPe SRVVibOe WR ´UecRQfigure what counts as 
kQRZOedgeµ (1994, 62) by providing alternative perspectives to those that are 
dominant. Wiebe Bijker and Trevor Pinch, for example, have correlated the 
development of simple machines like bicycles with their relations with, and 
contestations to, prevailing social norms (W. Bijker 1997; W. E. Bijker, Hughes, 
and Pinch 1987; 1984, 1984). Judy Wacjman's studies of time as a social construct, 
meanwhile, discuss how dominant concepts of temporality are both supported and 
resisted through the ways individuals use digital technologies and experience 
gender, race and class (MacKenzie and Wajcman 1999; Wajcman 2013, 2014).     
 
Power exercised through cultural hegemony  
 
Another understanding of the ways power can be maintained through social 
relaWiRQV caQ be fRXQd iQ AQWRQiR GUaPVci·V cRQceSW Rf ¶cXOWXUaO hegePRQ\·. 
Gramsci developed a new way of understanding how the relations between 
material conditions, social relations and consciousness were intertwined, and how 
they could be manipulated.  
 
Informed by his experiences with the rise of fascism in 1920s Italy amongst 
peasants and other workers despite the efforts of cultural Marxists and other anti-
fascist political parties to win their support28, Gramsci believed that for 
revolutionary action to be successful, it was first necessary to build a new 
consciousness by winning the minds of the masses through the mechanisms of 
ideology, or the system of ideas, beliefs, values and norms used by individuals to 
 
28 As a member of Italian Parliament, Gramsci tried to build a united front across party lines before he 
was thrown into prison by Mussolini, where he remained for the rest of his life. In prison, he observed that 
orthodox Marxism, in viewing a socialist revolution as inevitable, had been unable to explain popular support for 
fascism amongst workers (Dworkin 2015). The explanation for this, he believed, had to move beyond purely 
economic, material or political concepts of power to address the importance of culture and history to the 
consciousness and consent of the masses (Girling 1984). 
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conceptualise their world. In his classic neo-Marxist text The Prison Notebooks 
(1971), Gramsci argued that the ruling classes of Europe maintained control by 
PaQXfacWXUiQg ¶VSRQWaQeRXV cRQVeQW· for their own cultural hegemony, his term for 
strategies that disseminate the ideologies of a dominant group to the masses so 
that they seem like common sense. Under cultural hegemony, ideology can be, 
systemized through the continuous re-creation of symbols using various mediums, 
from artistic and written works to unions, political parties and cultural institutions 
(Adamson 1983; Lears 1985).  
 
The cultural theorist Stuart Hall in particular has portrayed these concepts as 
aOZa\V ¶iQ WhRXghW·, XViQg concepts like money and freedom to describe how 
ideologically disseminated metaphors eQabOe VRciaO acWRUV WR ´UeSUeVeQW WR 
RXUVeOYeV aQd WR RWheUV hRZ Whe V\VWeP ZRUkVµ (Hall 1986, 39). Instead of these 
metaphors being fixed or pre-ordained, however, Hall also highlights GUaPVci·V 
ePShaViV Rf a ¶ZaU Rf SRViWiRQ· ² the terrains of struggle under which such concepts 
are articulated. B\ YieZiQg Whe cRQVeQW Rf ideRORg\ aV ´aOZa\V diYided aQd 
aPbigXRXVµ (Lears 1985, 570), a Gramscian reading of power reinforces the 
possibilities for counter-hegemonies to also emerge, eQabOed b\ Whe ´cRQWUadicWRU\ 
cRQVciRXVQeVVµ Rf VXbaOWeUn (or subordinated) groups, who choose at different 
moments to either adopt or resist the status quo (Gramsci 1971, 326²27).  
 
Another key element of a Gramscian perspective on power relations is an emphasis 
on the roles that can be played by individuals who are called ¶RUgaQic iQWeOOecWXaOV,· 
or organisers from subordinate groups who Pa\ be abOe WR UeSOace a VRcieW\·V 
dominant cXOWXUaO VcUiSWV b\ "UeQRYaWiQg aQd PakiQg ¶cUiWicaO· aOUead\ e[iVWiQg 
activit[ies]" in order to foster alternative conceptions from within those discourses 
(Q. Hoare 1971, 331; Reed 2013, 564). This possibility for contention at the heart of 
even the most hegemonic of systems is perhaps Whe PRVW SRZeUfXO Rf GUaPVci·V 
cOaiPV, aV iW VXggeVWV SRVVibiOiWieV fRU Whe ¶UeQRYaWiRQ· Rf Whe VeePiQgO\ iURQ-clad 
discourses of social infrastructures like cultural institutions through the practices 
of those who interact with them. 
 
Power exercised through media interactions 
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An important aspect of these kinds of negotiations is their potential to not only 
reinforce or resist the discourse of dominant ideologies, but also to transform them. 
By developing an ¶eQcRdiQg/decRdiQg· PRdeO Rf cRPPXQicaWiRQ in collaboration with 
the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) in Birmingham in the 
1970s, Stuart Hall has suggested an approach to these interactions which 
examines the delivery and absorption of cultural texts in particular, an example 
being the delivery of mass media circuits like those of television programmes.  
 
In order to observe a PRUe ´cRPSOe[ VWUXcWXUe iQ dRPiQaQceµ (Hall 1973, 91) in 
these relations than other send-and-receive models which portrayed mass media 
audiences as passive consumers, Hall and his colleagues examined how the 
discourse of cultural texts, which encoded the ideologies of their producers and 
ZeUe WheUefRUe ¶iPSUiQWed· ZiWh iQVWiWXWiRQaO SRZeU UeOaWiRQV, ZeUe WUaQVOaWed iQWR 
social practice. While the social parameters and conditions that structured these 
relations did tend to reproduce hegemonic patterns of domination, they argued, 
WheUe ZaV QR gXaUaQWee WhaW aXdieQceV ZRXOd iQWeUSUeW RU ¶decRde· eQcRded 
messages according to the terms of their producers.  
 
VieZeUV PighW Wake a ¶QegRWiaWed· SRViWiRQ WR a text, for example, by engaging in 
both preferred and resistant decodings of its intended message based on their own 
cRQWe[WV, RU aQ ¶RSSRViWiRQaO· SRViWiRQ where they chose to reject the pUefeUUed ´PaS 
Rf VRciaO UeaOiW\µ(Hall 1973, 98) that had been embedded into it according to the 
logics of its producers. These findings enabled Hall and his colleagues, most 
notably David Morley29, to argue that while audience readings of cultural texts 
were constrained by the knowledge frameworks of their social class and experience, 
the ways they decRded ¶SUefeUUed· textual meanings could never be completely 
controlled. 
 
B\ e[aPiQiQg hRZ Whe ideRORgieV diVVePiQaWed b\ a VRcieW\·V dRPiQaQW gURXSV heOS 
them retain power while also stressing the uncertain outcomes of these relations, 
HaOO·V OaWeU ZRUk RQ Whe nuances of cultural hegemony and reception (Hall 2002, 
2005; Hall, Massey, and Rustin 2013) engaged in deeper explorations of how the 
 
29 MRUOe\·V eWhQRgUaSh\ Rf aXdieQce iQWeUSUeWaWiRQV Rf Whe WeOeYiViRQ Paga]iQe Nationwide (Morley 1980) 
provided one of the first empirical studies to use the encoding/decoding model in practice, and it also complicates 
HaOO·V PRdeO b\ fiQdiQg eYideQce Rf diVVeQW aPRQgVW Whe decRdiQg SUacWiceV Rf WhRVe ZhR ZeUe a SaUW Rf Whe VaPe 
class groups.  
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´QeZ fRUPV Rf cRQVciRXVQeVV, QeZ cRQceSWiRQV Rf Whe ZRUOdµ (Hall 1986, 29) 
precipitated by subordinated groups that had originally been referred to by 
Gramsci could emerge not only through the processes of decoding, but also through 
new forms of social practice.  
 
IW iV HaOO·V SRUWUa\aO Rf cRQVXPeUV aV ¶acWiYe· SURdXceUV Rf PeaQiQg, hRZeYeU, WhaW 
is perhaps most applicable to the present-day settings of cultural institutions. My 
perspective on the productive aspects of media interactions has also been informed 
by more recent examinations of encoding/decoding theory that have made it more 
applicable to interactions between digital media and their users (Shaw 2017), and 
between museums and their audiences (Stylianou-Lambert 2010; Rectanus 2002). 
However, here my interest lies not only in the ways that users of collections 
makerspaces decode or consume the meanings embedded within a cultural 
collection, but also how their subject-positions as active producers may be 
negotiated. It is here that opportunities can emerge for re-articulation. As Hall has 
discussed in his critique of binary utilisations of the term 'popular culture' to 
describe cultural forms consumed by the masses aV RSSRVed WR Whe ¶high· cXOWXUaO 
forms of cultural institutions: "Popular culture is neither, in the 'pure' sense, the 
popular traditions of resistance to these processes [of hegemony]; nor is it the forms 
which are superimposed on and over them. It is the ground on which the 
transformations are worked" (Hall 1981, 229). 
 
By examining the ways in which power can be exercised through the mechanisms 
of discourse, cultural hegemony and media interactions, my aim with this section 
has been to build an understanding of how the practices of experimental spaces 
within institutions are articulated by the social relations around which they are 
situated. These relations may be imbued with mechanisms of dominance and 
control, but they also need not be viewed as static. Instead, they can be understood 
as embedded in dynamic processes of consent and dissent, which are always being 
renegotiated and which in certain cases can lead to a transformation of the very 
conditions under which such relations have emerged. In the next section, these 
theoretical understandings of power as a process will be woven into a series of 
conceptual frames which will be used to examine how the particular relations of 
the field sites of this thesis are constituted not only through practices, but also 
through their production as hybrid institutional spaces. 
 60 
 
3.3. Space as a process 
 
I will now introduce the critical theories of space from cultural geography and 
anthropology that I will work with to explore the dynamics of institutional spaces, 
which enable me to perceive of space, like power, as a process. Tensions between 
consent and resistance are portrayed as key to the production of space, just as in 
power relations. This perspective is particularly evident in the spatial triads of 
Henri Lefebvre ([1974] 1991) and David Harvey (2004, 1994). In this section, I will 
combine the frameworks of these two triads with more dynamic concepts about the 
social organisation of space that have since been developed by Doreen Massey 
(1993, 1992, 1991a; 2013; 1994), Arjun Appadurai (1990, 2010, 1996), Edward Soja 
(1996, 1989), and Rob Kitchin and Martin Dodge (2005; 2011; 2009). I will do this 
by engaging with six separate yet co-producing spatial frames (material space, 
relative space, representational space, relational space, lived space, and 
ontogenetic space) which combine HaUYe\ aQd LefeYbUe·V WUiadV with the critical 
reworkings of Massey, Appadurai, Soja, Kitchin and Dodge. This will allow me to 
produce an account of space that is rooted in both tensions and opportunities. 
 
Conceptualising space  
 
Before I begin, I want to first articulate my particular reading of space in this 
thesis, so it is clear why I have chosen to conceptualise it as something that also 
encapsulates place. DefiQiWiRQV Rf ¶VSace· aQd ¶SOace·, aQd WheiU UeOaWiRQV ZiWh WiPe, 
have been, and continue to be, variably characterised according to evolving 
perspectives of the spatial across disciplines and cultures (Hubbard 2005). The way 
I define space thus cuts across several of these traditions by adapting geographer 
DRUeeQ MaVVe\'V QRWiRQ Rf iW aV aQ ´RQgRiQg SURdXcWiRQµ (2005, 55) that is both 
material and abstract in form, emerging dynamically from social relations and 
connected to the multiple histories and senses of place that have produced it. This 
means I can understand the ¶VSaces· Rf Whe fieOd ViWeV of this thesis as overlapping 
´eQYeORSeV Rf VSace-WiPeµ which are continually enacted, contested and 
rearticulated (de Certeau 1984; Harvey 1973; Lefebvre [1974] 1991) in relation to 
¶power-geometries·, or uneven differentiations of spatial mobility and access that 
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affect the ways that social groups experience the same space as many different 
kinds of places according to their own contexts and experiences (Massey 1993, 
1994, 5). Here, space and time are intimately connected, and space becomes a 
series of layers, a ´SiQcXVhiRQ Rf a PiOOiRQµ Rf iQdiYidXaO SOaceV aQd WheiU VWRUieV. By 
viewing the spatial as not only space but also time, Massey has argued, the places 
of a space ePeUge aV ´a SaUWicXOaU aUWicXOaWiRQ Rf [Whe VRciaO UeOaWiRQV Rf] a 
SaUWicXOaU PRPeQW [«] VXch a YieZ Rf SOace chaOOeQgeV aQ\ SRVVibiOiW\ Rf cOaiPV WR 
internal histories or to timeless identities. The identities of place are always 
unfixed, cRQWeVWed aQd PXOWiSOeµ (1994, 5).  
 
This depiction of space as an evolving moment in time, made up of multiple 
relations and layers of meaning that determine how we perceive of and experience 
it as a series of places, reflects the perspectives of a wider legacy within the social 
VcieQceV aQd hXPaQiWieV WhaW haV beeQ UefeUUed WR aV Whe ¶VSaWiaO· RU ¶WRSRORgicaO· 
turn, (c.f. Campbell 2018; Phillips 2013; Withers 2009; Ek and Tesfahuney 2013), a 
series of debates that emerged to contest absolutist geographic inquiries that 
depicted the earth as a blank canvas which could be objectively measured through 
scientific, statistical approaches30. These contestations can be described as 
¶PaWeUiaOiVW· (Hubbard 2005), because instead of following the assertions of 
naturalistic or humanistic spatial traditions that depict places as distinctive and 
bounded, they perceive of space as socially produced and consumed31. In this 
reading, place is a core enactment of space, exercised through relational practices 
like naming, territory-defining and the sharing of imaginaries.  
 
Materialist spatial theory also echo the assertions featured earlier in this chapter 
by describing the spatial organisation of social relations as another way in which 
power can be exercised (Seamon and Sowers 2008). Thus, while an institutional 
space can be understood as constructed out of many intersecting flows of place-
 
30 The ¶VSaWiaO WXUQ· haV beeQ YaUiRXVO\ deVcUibed aV Whe PRPeQW ZheQ a geQeUaO cRQVciRusness of the 
effects of advances in communication technologies and a perceived decrease in distance between places lead to a 
¶cROOaSVe· iQ Whe aVVXUedQeVV Rf VcieQWific, QaWXUaOiVWic VSaWiaO WheRU\, aOORZiQg QeZ cRQceSWXaOiVaWiRQV Rf VSace WR 
emerge. Dodge and Kitchin (2005) have argued that was not until this moment that absolute spatial ontologies, 
codified through the schemas of engineers and mappers and the discourses of Euclidean geometry (a grid with x, y 
and z dimensions), were questioned. 
31 Humanistic spatial theory is influenced by the traditions of phenomenology and existentialism, and 
stresses the importance of personal, sensual experiences of place, examples being Yi-FX TXaQ·V (1977, 1976, 2010) 
ZRUk RQ SOace, e[SeUieQce aQd ¶fieOdV Rf caUe·; EdZaUd ReOSh·V (1976) caOO fRU a ¶SheQRPeQRORg\ Rf SOace· Zhich 
ePShaViVed bRdiO\ e[SeUieQce aV a SUiPaU\ PRde Rf kQRZiQg; aQd TiP IQgROd·V (1993) claim that places are 
WiPeOeVV ¶OiYiQg OaQdVcaSeV·. 
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based experience and history that define how people envision and interact with it, 
this thesis additionally explores the structural processes32 that limit those 
relations. By structural processes, I refer simply to the systematic inequalities that 
lead to various forms of social and spatial stratification, which include variables 
such as race, class, gender and ethnicity that structure and reinforce such 
relations. The aim here is to observe both the nature of these kinds of limitations, 
and also how institutional spaces Pa\ be ViWXaWed ´ZiWhiQ gORbaOi]iQg SURceVVeV 
ZhiOe QRW beiQg VXbjXgaWed WR WhePµ (Kitchin 2016). In the next section, I will 
introduce the six spatial frames that provide me with a mechanism for exploring 
the spatial organisation of collections makerspaces in further depth. 
 
Introducing the spatial triads of Harvey and Lefebvre 
 
My inspiration for working with six separate yet connected spatial frames of 
analysis comes from Whe MaU[iVW geRgUaSheU DaYid HaUYe\·V article ¶SSace aV a ke\ 
ZRUd· (2004). In this foundational text, Harvey describes one of the key 
mechanisms for examining the socially productive aspects of space that he has 
used in his career: A three-by-three matrix or ´WUiSaUWiWeµ of spatial frames which 
combines the processes of the spatial triad introduced by Henri Lefebvre with a 
new triad customised to his own spatial analyses. 
 
The Marxist philosopher Henri Lefebvre·V work on space was intertwined with his 
experiences with radical movements like the 1968 student revolts of Paris and 
avant-garde artist collectives like the Situationist International and the 
surrealists. WRUkiQg fURP hiV faPRXV aVVeUWiRQ WhaW ´(VRciaO) VSace iV a (VRciaO) 
SURdXcWµ iQ key texts like The Production of Space ([1974] 1991, 26), Lefebvre 
explored how the production of planned spaces reinforced alienation as a result of 
ruling class hegemony under capitalism, yet could also facilitate a politics of 
struggle. Because of the contradictory nature of spatial processes, he argued, there 
ZaV aOZa\V Whe SRVVibiOiW\ WR ¶UecOaiP· XUbaQ VSace from the machinations of 
dominating groups like city planners WhURXgh Whe ´eYeU\da\ XWRSiaQiVPµ (Gardiner 
2004, 228) of organic action as discussed in texts like The Right to the City 
(Lefebvre 1968). For example, despite the ´iQheUeQWO\ YiROeQWµ ([1974] 1991, 387) 
 
32 Here I refer simply to the systematic inequalities that lead to social stratification, and include variables 
such as race, class, gender and ethnicity which structure and reinforce these relations. 
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city planning of Paris, which he believed served the interests of the political 
establishment by projecting security and order, Lefebvre argued there was an 
´acXWe cRQWUadicWiRQµ ([1974] 1991, 386) in the responses of other actors (for 
example, the students, artists and intelligentsia who participated in the 1968 
revolts), who reinforced instability by precipitating various forms of reconstitutive 
resistance. 
 
Lefebvre explored tensions like these through a triadic model of three distinct but 
co-SURdXciQg SURceVVeV RU ¶fRUceV· WhaW included social thought, social action and 
social creativity, a three-dimensional update of Hegelian and Marxian dialectics 
WhaW he caOOed ¶WUiaOecWic·. Christian Schmid (2008, 33) has explained how while 
Hegelian (thesis-antithesis-synthesis) and Marxian (affirmation-negation-negation 
Rf Whe QegaWiRQ) diaOecWicV SRViWiRQ WZR cRQWUadicWRU\ WeUPV WhaW aUe WheQ ¶VXbOaWed· 
RU QegRWiaWed WhURXgh a WhiUd WeUP, LefebYUe·V WUiad ViWXaWed all terms in three-
dimensional, two-way interaction without necessarily being reconciled through 
synthesis. As a result, all three terms in a Lefebvrian perspective are deemed to be 
of equal importance. He used this trialectic not only to analyse the instabilities and 
contentions inherent in the production of space (specifically through the three 
competing forces of 'material space', 'conceived space', and 'lived space', to be 
examined later in this chapter) but also those of other social processes, including 
theories of language (Schmid 2008) and economics of environmental degradation 
(Molotch 1993). HeUe, hRZeYeU, P\ iQWeUeVW OieV iQ LefebYUe·V aSSOicaWiRQ Rf hiV 
trialectic to space-making in particular. 
 
DaYid HaUYe\·V diYeUVe bRd\ Rf ZRUk aV a geRgUaSheU haV aOVR beeQ iQVSiUed b\ 
Marxist materialism, but for him the primary question has been to determine how 
the processes of theorists like Lefebvre apply to organisations of space that address 
social injustice. In foundational texts like Social Justice and the City (1973) and 
The Limits to Capital (1982), Harvey has both developed and complicated 
LefebYUe·V cOaiPV, caOOiQg fRU PRUe iQWUicaWe cRQceSWXaOiVaWiRQV Rf ePeUgiQg XUbaQ 
and global processes that offer new possibilities for social and environmental 
jXVWice. IQ OaWeU We[WV Oike ¶SSace aV a ke\ZRUd· (2004), Harvey describes how he 
examines different phenomena of spatial relations through a customised three-by-
WhUee ¶WUiSaUWiWe· matrix, Zhich cRPbiQeV Whe WhUee fUaPeV Rf LefebYUe·V WUiad ZiWh a 
new triad which additionally includes the prRceVVeV Rf ¶UeOaWiYe VSace·, ¶UeOaWiRQaO 
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VSace· aQd ¶abVROXWe VSace·. ThiV WXUQV LefebYUe·V WUiadic iQWR a PeQWaO PaS WhaW iV 
both less restrictive and more contextual (Charnock 2014, 314). 
 
Instead of agreeing with Lefebvre that the production of a space ePeUgeV ´RQO\ iQ 
Whe iQWeUSOa\ Rf aOO WhUeeµ (Schmid 2008, 43) frames occurring simultaneously, 
Harvey argues agaiQVW Whe ´aUbiWUaU\µ (1973, 13) application of such rules in his 
tripartite, stating instead that the application of spatial models should vary 
depending on the circumstances of study. In discussing which of the frames of his 
own spatial triad he would use to examine the phenomenon of Ground Zero in New 
YRUk CiW\, fRU e[aPSOe, he haV VWaWed: ´The abVROXWe cRQceSWiRQ [Rf VSace] Pa\ be 
perfectly adequate for issues of property boundaries and border determinations, 
but it helps me not a whit with the question of what is Tiananmen Square or 
GURXQd ZeUR [«] I fiQd iW faU PRUe iQWeUeVWiQg iQ SUiQciSOe WR [«] WhiQk Whe 
interplay among them. Ground Zero is an absolute space at the same time as it is 
relative and relational in space-time" (2004, 6). 
 
Exploring the production of space through six spatial 
frames 
 
In the rest of this chapter, I will ZRUk fURP HaUYe\·V modified tripartite to see how 
the six spatial frames it offers can be applied to institutional spaces in particular. I 
will do this by discussing the theoretical perspective and tensions suggested by 
each frame. In doing so, my aim is to build an account of the production of space 
that helps me think about these kinds of spaces not only through their physical 
infrastructures, but also as systems which are constructed out of the relations of 
many different kinds of forces. 
 
To customise this inquiry to the hybrid circumstances of the field sites of this 
thesis, I have modified HaUYe\·V suggested tripartite in two ways. First, while I do 
attribute each frame to the legacy of one or a few theorists in particular, I have also 
woven in addendums and contestations from other related social theories that 
enrich its perspective. This has led to some incongruencies. For example, while I 
diVcXVV DRUeeQ MaVVe\·V cRQceSW Rf ¶SRZeU geRPeWU\· aV SaUW Rf ZhaW I UefeU WR aV 
DaYid HaUYe\·V ¶UeOaWiRQaO VSace· fUaPe, Whe QRWiRQ Rf ¶UeOaWiRQaO VSace· haV b\ QR 
means been invented by Harvey, and as a concept regularly activated by cultural 
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geographers, it has been discussed often by both Massey and Harvey despite their 
many other disagreements33. 
 
Second, while I work with the three spatial frames of HeQUi LefebYUe·V WUiadic 
('material space', 'representational space', and 'lived space'), I only engage with two 
of the spatial frames he haV VXggeVWed (¶UeOaWiYe VSace· aQd ¶UeOaWiRQaO VSace·) aQd 
UeSOace hiV ¶abVROXWe VSace· fUaPe ZiWh aQ aOWeUQaWiYe fUaPe, ¶RQWRgeQeWic VSace·. 
This frame has been drawn from the work of geographers Rob Kitchin and Martin 
Dodge (2005; 2011) on the roles played by software in transforming spatial 
production, and in addition to being less oppositional to the perspectives of the 
RWheU fUaPeV I ZRUk ZiWh WhaQ ¶abVROXWe VSace· iV34, the frame is more directly 
applicable to the settings of digitally-mediated spaces.  
 
By modifying HaUYe\·V trialectic to make it even more flexible, I also aim to move 
beyond what has been described as the too-narrow focus of dialectic (and triadic) 
models and their tendency towards materialist determinism by allowing the frames 
to be materialised with more modularity to fit the evolving relations of hybrid 
spaces  (c.f. Charnock 2014; Löw 2008; Unwin 2000). Harvey himself has pointed 
out the limitations of adhering strictly to his three-by-three matrix model, by 
noting that focusing on the tensions between frames requires taking a ´VSecXOaWiYe 
OeaSµ (2004, 10) which may ´cRQfiQe UeSUeVeQWaWiRQ WR aQ abVROXWe VSaceµ (2004, 10). 
I will now discuss each of the six frames that I will use to explore the spatial 
organisation of institutional spaces in turn, which have been organised according 
to their level of theoretical abstraction. 
 
Frame 1: The eYer\da\ interactions of ¶material space· 
 
The fiUVW fUaPe Zhich PakeV XS LefebYUe·V WUiad, Zhich has been variably referred 
WR aV ¶PaWeUiaO VSace·, ¶SeUceiYed VSace· aQd aOVR ¶VSaWiaO SUacWice·, ORRkV aW Whe 
 
33 OQe Rf PaQ\ e[aPSOeV Rf Whe adYeUVaUiaO UeOaWiRQV beWZeeQ HaUYe\ aQd MaVVe\ caQ be VeeQ iQ MaVVe\·V 
aUWicOe ¶FOe[ibOe Ve[iVP·, Zhich cUiWiTXed HaUYe\·V "VXSSRVed XQiYeUVaO Rf Whe ZhiWe, PaOe, heWeURVe[XaO" (1991b, 
31) in his work with regards to its subjugations of issues of gender and ethnicity to capital. Harvey responded that 
´Vhe haV ViQce fRXQd WhaW fePiQiVP iV a much more convenient stick to beat on me with, so she has switched to 
WhaW WUackµ (1994, 132). 
34 AV aUgXed SUeYiRXVO\ iQ WhiV chaSWeU, Whe aVVXPSWiRQ Rf aQ ¶abVROXWe VSace· iV WhaW VSace is a distinct, 
immovable entity that can be codified, measured and logged objectively through scientific methods (Rynasiewicz 
2014). Thus, this perspective stands in direct opposition to those of the other five frames used to examine spatial 
organisation.   
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material dimensions of everyday social activities and interactions, and how these 
relations facilitate individual experiences of spaces through sensory perception. 
This frame provides my inquiry with the least abstracted perspective of the six 
frames offered, by helping me take a look at the ways that the spatial organisation 
of institutional spaces may affect the constitution of their more mundane routines. 
Harvey defines PaWeUiaO VSace aV ´TXiWe ViPSO\ Whe ZRUOd Rf WacWicaO aQd VeQVXaO 
iQWeUacWiRQV ZiWh PaWWeUµ (2004, 5) while Lefebvre described how it reveals the 
cORVe aVVRciaWiRQ ´beWZeeQ daiO\ UeaOiW\ (daiO\ URXWiQe) aQd XUbaQ UeaOiW\µ ([1974] 
1991, 38). Taking a look at the everyday spaces of social interaction that are 
deemed appropriate for work, leisure and private life, Lefebvre argued, reveals 
ZheUe Whe ´e[WUePe VeSaUaWiRQVµ ([1974] 1991, 38) of alienation (in his case, due to 
caSiWaOiVP) e[iVW. ´We Pa\ QRW eYeQ QRWice Whe PaWeUiaO TXaOiWieV Rf VSaWiaO 
orderings incorporated into daily life through deep familiarities and unexamined 
URXWiQeV,µ HaUYe\ VWaWeV, ´\eW iW iV WhURXgh WhRVe daiO\ PaWeUiaO URXWiQeV WhaW Ze 
[«] bXiOd XS ceUWaiQ VSaceV Rf UeSUeVeQWaWiRQ fRU RXUVeOYeVµ (2004, 8).  
 
B\ aSSO\iQg a ¶PaWeUiaO VSace· fUaPe WR the organisation of an experimental space 
within an institutional environment, I can start to examine the rituals and 
routines that occur in the space which may not seem notable at first, but on longer 
look reveal the flows of more complex externalities and connections. When 
exploring what this framework can tell me about the habitual practices of a space 
like the Tate Britain, however, it is also important to avoid what has been 
perceived of by some as a ´subordination of the everydayµ iQ LefebYUe·V WUiad 
(Felski 2002, 608). By situating routine spatial activities as unreflective, as 
opposed to the more evocative outputs of aesthetic spatial expression, it is argued, 
a sense of elitism against those who live and work in the everyday can all too easily 
be cultivated. One way to combat this is to recall the three-dimensionality stressed 
b\ LefebYUe, ZhR ZRUked WR iOOXVWUaWe hRZ Whe URXWiQeV Rf ¶PaWeUiaO VSace· cRXOd 
allow the more creative and transformative interactions Rf ¶OiYed VSace· WR be 
fostered so that possibilities for small contestations could emerge, ´eYeU\da\ 
XWRSiaVµ (Gardiner 2004, 229) that reinterpret how even the most routine of spaces 
are negotiated. 
 
Frame 2: The mXltiple geometries of ¶relatiYe space·  
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Relative spatial ontologies can be traced to 1915 with the emergence of Albert 
EiQVWeiQ·V WheRU\ Rf geQeUaO UeOaWiYiW\, Zhich UefXWed Whe abVROXWiVW cOaiPV Rf RWheU 
physicists who had claimed that space and time were separately occurring entities 
(Born 1962). FRU HaUYe\, hRZeYeU, Whe acWiYaWiRQ Rf a ¶UeOaWiYe VSace· fUaPe RffeUV 
two valuable options for observing spatial relations with. First, he argues, it 
UefOecWV Whe ´PXOWiSOe geRPeWUieV fURP Zhich WR chRRVeµ WR SeUceiYe Rf a VSace, aQd 
VecRQd, iWV SeUVSecWiYeV ´deSeQd cUXciaOO\ RQ ZhaW iV beiQg UeOaWiYi]ed, aQd b\ 
ZhRPµ (2004, 3). Instead of perceiving of a space like Tate Britain as fully 
individuated, it thus becRPeV SRVVibOe WR SeUceiYe Rf Whe ´PXOWiSOiciW\ Rf ORcaWiRQVµ 
(2004, 3) that constitute it, and examine how these locations are warped and logged 
according to the relative positions of local and global topologies.  
 
Harvey is careful to note that a ¶UeOaWiYe· VSaWiaO fUaPe VWiOO SeUceiYeV Rf VSaWiaO 
organisation as something that can be controlled and observed, as seen in how this 
frame has been utilised in science and physics research as a way of understanding 
how space exists relative to other forces as a measurable entity. Nevertheless, he 
argues, it can still be useful to apply the frame with regards to specific spatial 
circumstances, for example in observing the exchanges of capital utilised by large 
institutions to address the frictions associated with distance, which can result in 
movements of goods, people, information and services across space. This speeding-
up of relational processes has been referred to by Harvey in other works aV ¶WiPe-
space-cRPSUeVViRQ· (1982, 1994), the details of which will be discussed further 
alongside Whe ¶UeOaWiRQaO VSace· fUaPe.  
 
Frame 3: The plans of ¶representational space·  
 
LefebYUe·V ¶UeSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace· RU ¶cRQceiYed VSace· fUaPe fRcXVeV RQ Whe Za\V 
space is disseminated through knowledge production. This can be seen both in the 
Za\V iW iV defiQed aQd deVcUibed aV ¶VSace·, aQd aOVR iQ hRZ iW iV UeSUeVeQWed 
through physical forms, for example through images, models, maps, designs, signs 
and acts of resistance such as public artworks or street demonstrations. 
ReSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace, LefebYUe haV VWaWed, iV SURdXced b\ ´VcieQWiVWV, SOaQQeUV, 
urbanists, technocratic subdividers and social engineers, as of a certain type of 
artist with a scientific bent ² all of whom identify what is lived and what is 
perceived ZiWh ZhaW iV cRQceiYedµ ([1974] 1991, 38). This frame is intertwined with 
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power relations, he has argued, because representational features typically 
reinforce the perspectives of dominant ideologies. The influence of ideology can be 
observed by taking a look at how a space has been planned and developed, and how 
those ways change over time. The social theorist Michel de Certeau, for example, 
has described how a map is not an objective depiction of an absolute reality but 
iQVWead a ´WRWaOi]iQg deYice,µ Zhich depicts its own version of a topographic 
´V\PbROic RUdeUµ WhaW ´cRORQiseVµ space by homogenising its practices (1984, 120²
21)35. 
 
´ReSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace iV aOiYeµ, LefebYUe has declared ([1974] 1991, 42), because 
iW ´iQWeUYeQeVµ iQ eYeU\da\ Oife b\ PRdif\iQg Whe ´We[WXUeVµ Rf VSaWiaO UeOaWiRQV, iQ 
doing so playing a key role in influencing the production of space. The ways that 
space and time are represented in the dominant discourse of a society, Harvey has 
argued, are important, because these expressions are instrumental to how people 
experience the spatial and temporal in their daily lives36.  One of the most visible 
ways this frame is expressed is through architecture, which can be perceived not 
only as material constructions but also as a series of symbolic projects, dialogues 
with the prevailing cultural aesthetics and beliefs of their time that either 
reinforce or challenge what is deemed meaningful to society. By engaging with the 
¶UeSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace· fUaPe iQ aVVRciaWiRQ ZiWh Whe ¶PaWeUiaO VSace· fUaPe, iW also 
becomes possible to observe how the ´abVWUacW UeSUeVeQWaWiRQVµ (Harvey 2004, 6) of 
design interventions affect not only how different groups engage with spaces 
through social practice, but also how social practice in turn informs their spatial 
representations. By observing the plans for Tate Britain created by its architect 
Sidney R.J. Smith, for example, which were initially rejected as too ´SUeWeQWiRXVµ 
(Tate Archive 2003, n.p.), I can explore TaWe·V nationalistic obligations as a gallery 
that was originally intended to be dedicated to British artworks, its spatial 
textures intertwined with its role as a discursive mechanism of the state.  
 
Frame 4: The interactions of ¶relational space·  
 
 
35 Certeau is not alone in describing how maps represent the dominant discourses of the time. Both Harvey 
aQd CeUWeaX, fRU e[aPSOe, haYe deVcUibed hRZ PedieYaO PaSV ePShaViVed ´VeQVXRXV UaWheU WhaQ UaWiRQaO aQd 
RbjecWiYe TXaOiWieVµ (HaUYe\ [1989] 1992, 241²43) Rf VSaceV Zhich aOVR ´fi[e[d] aQd Ueifie[d]µ (de CeUWeaX 1984, 120²
21) subjective views as fact. 
36 ´The RceaQRgUaSheU/Sh\ViciVW VZiPPiQg aPRQg Whe ZaYeV Pa\ e[SeUieQce WheP diffeUeQWO\ fURP Whe 
SReW eQaPRXUed Rf WaOW WhiWPaQ RU Whe SiaQiVW ZhR ORYeV DebXVV\µ, fRU e[aPSOe (HaUYe\ 2004, 8). 
 69 
¶ReOaWiRQaO· VSaWiaO RQWRORgieV UegaUd VSace aV iWV RZQ kiQd Rf UeaOiW\ Zhich iV 
produced through social relations (Harvey 1994, 2004; Hugget and Hoefer 2018). 
This frame can be traced to the critical reworkings of materialism that emerged 
with the spatial turn in the 1970s as explained earlier in this chapter, with 
theorists asserting the centrality of space-making to society and arguing that the 
spatial organisation of society emerged not through the inalienable qualities of 
locations on a map, but instead through human interactions. A core theme for 
theorists who work within a relational spatial frame has been an attempt to 
describe the ways that space, time and distance may be differently negotiated as a 
result of technological innovations, bringing about transformations that affect 
social and economic relations (Dodge, Kitchin, and Zook 2009; Graham 2015; 
Hubbard 2005; Kitchin and Dodge 2011; Massey 1993; Thrift and French 2002).  
 
The aQWhURSRORgiVW AUjXQ ASSadXUai·V (1990, 1996, 2010) PeWa WheRU\ Rf ¶gORbaO 
cXOWXUaO fORZV· RU ¶VcaSeV· iV aQ e[aPSOe Rf RQe VXch aWWePSW WR aUWicXOaWe Whe 
cultural dimensions of globalised space using a relational space frame. Appadurai 
describes what he sees as an accelerated, placeless present resulting from the 
´VSeed aQd VSUead Rf Whe iQWeUQeW aQd Whe ViPXOWaQeRXV, cRPSaUaWiYe gURZWh iQ 
travel, cross-cXOWXUaO Pedia aQd gORbaO adYeUWiVePeQWµ (2010, 4). This ¶e[SORViRQ· Rf 
traffic in information and commodities makes the spatial organisation of the 
present-day radically different from that of past societies, he argues, causing 
unprecedented disjunctures and unpredictabilities in cultural and social 
economies. He describes local senses of place as replaced with the chaotic flows of 
fiYe gORbaO ¶VcaSeV·: EWhQRVcaSeV, PediaVcaSeV, WechQRVcaSeV, fiQaQceVcaSeV aQd 
ideoscapes (1990, 298). Together, these flows form a new kind of cultural-spatial 
interactivity that Appadurai UefeUV WR aV Whe ¶VRciaO iPagiQaU\·, Zhich VXSSOaQWV 
older models of local acculturation and nationhood because each scape carries 
within it multiple co-existing realities which constitute new subjectivities, with 
ORcaO SOaceV becRPiQg QR PRUe WhaQ ´WePSRUaU\ QegRWiaWiRQV beWZeeQ gORbaOO\ 
ciUcXOaWiQg fRUPVµ (Appadurai 2010, 13). For example, a group of Afghan refugees 
selling small gifts in the streets of Thessaloniki form a global node within an 
¶eWhQRVcaSe· eYeQ aV Whe\ aUe diVcRQQecWed fURP Whe caSiWaO fORZV Rf gORbaO 
¶fiQaQceVcaSeV· (Kokot 2006).  
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Appadurai·V assumption that placelessness is the outcome of his flows framework 
is problematic, however, because this fails to acknowledge that flows also 
constitute and reproduce local geographic entities (like borders). Similarly, his 
emphasis on the novelty of present-day flows, while neglecting the existence of 
other kinds of flows that have existed throughout history, has been rightly 
criticised (Heyman and Campbell 2009). His neglect of class considerations and his 
continued derision of Marxist and neo-Marxist models of social practice, 
meanwhile, positions his concept of space in opposition to that of many of the other 
social theories referred to in this chapter. This being said, looking at museum 
spaces as nodes, where a multiplicity of flows (from ethnoscapes to technoscapes to 
financescapes) meet and circulate, can provide insight on how such interactions 
may also bring about unpredictable productions of localised space. 
 
HaUYe\·V WheRU\ Rf WiPe-space compression (1994, [1989] 1992), which he developed 
to address how societal relations seemed WR be iQcUeaViQgO\ ¶VWUeWched· acURVV WiPe 
and space while diVWaQceV ¶VhUiQk·, has been another attempt to work with a 
relational space frame to understand how spaces evolve through uses of new 
technologies. ThiV WheRU\ YieZV VSace aV ¶ZaUSed· b\ aQ acceOeUaWiRQ Rf ecRQRPic 
processes (like the flow of capital) associated with technological innovations (like 
the steam engine37) which reduce spatial barriers (like distance and time). Here, 
Harvey has been iQfOXeQced b\ MaU[·V deVcUiSWiRQ Rf aQ ´aQQihiOaWiRQ Rf VSace b\ 
WiPeµ iQ Grundrisse (Marx [1939] 1973), which portrayed how the technological 
innovations that led to reductions in spatial barriers also became vital to capitalist 
accumulation38. By perceiving of space as socially constructed from temporally-
situated relations, while also associated with asymmetries of power according to 
material processes, Harvey·V cRQceSW Rf WiPe-space compression places the frame of 
relational space in tension with that of material space.  
 
Doreen Massey, meanwhile, heavily critiqued the premises and assumptions of 
time-space compression (1991b, 1992, 1993, 1994, 2005). While she agreed that 
 
37 The historian Wolfgang Schivelbusch has written about how the introduction of the steam engine in the 
19th century (as manifested through railroads) destroyed the traditional space between points of travel in such a 
way that the prevailing sense of distance between places, rooted in an "isolation of localities", was lost, rendering 
animal-based transportation "hopelessly anachronistic" (Schivelbusch 1977, 45; as cited in Warf 2011). 
38 "The PRUe deYeORSed Whe caSiWaO [«]µ MaU[ ZURWe, ´Whe PRUe e[WeQViYe Whe PaUkeW RYeU Zhich iW 
circulates, which forms the spatial orbit of its circulation, the more does it strive simultaneously for an even 
greater extension of the market and for greater annihilation of space by time" (Marx [1939] 1973, 464). 
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relations of space and time are socially constructed, and that relations of power are 
intertwined with such processes, she also argued that time-space compression 
needed WR be diffeUeQWiaWed WhURXgh a PRUe QXaQced ´SROiWicV Rf PRbiOiW\ aQd 
acceVVµ (1991a, 26). Massey expressed three main concerns. First, she asserted that 
compressions of space by time under a relational space frame cannot be effectively 
addressed without first acknowledging that transformations of mobility and access 
affect not only perceptions of space but also of place, and also that time-space-
compression is by no means a new phenomenon. Claims that space is only speeding 
up and globalised in the present day, with place rendered obsolete (as Appadurai 
suggests) RU WhaW WheUe ZaV a SaVW eUa ZheUe ´SOaceV ZeUe (VXSSRVedO\) iQhabiWed 
by coherent and homogenRXV cRPPXQiWieVµ (24) are nothing more than idealised 
notions, Massey stated, which all too easily give rise to reactionary and 
territorialist conceptions. Second, Massey argued that time-space compression 
should not be universalised, because it is not necessarily happening for everyone, 
everywhere, at the same time but instead in a variety of ways throughout history 
according to varying circumstances and conditions39 (1991a). Third, Massey argued 
that despite capitalism being characterised as the main determinant of spatial 
relations, there are other social stratifications, like race, ethnicity and gender, that 
influence those relations in undeniable ways, for example the degree to which 
movement between nations or between streets in a city late at night is possible 
(1994). 
 
To address these concerns, Massey provided an alternative conceptualisation of 
spatial relations under time-VSace cRPSUeVViRQ, VSeakiQg iQVWead Rf ¶VSace-WiPe· aV 
a dimension constructed from uneven relations of power which reflect global-local 
PXOWiSOiciWieV. She UeiQfRUced WhiV YieZ b\ iQWURdXciQg Whe cRQceSW Rf ¶SRZeU 
geRPeWU\· aV diVcXVVed eaUOieU iQ WhiV chaSWeU, Zhich was used to address the 
uneven differentiations of mobility experienced by social actors in relation to the 
flows and movements of space-time, which enables the control over mobility held 
by some groups and individuals to undermine the power of others (Massey 1993). 
 
39 "To what extent," Massey has asked, "does the currently popular characterisation of time-space-
compression represent very much a Western, coloniser's, view? The sense of dislocation which some feel at the 
sight of a once well-known local street now lined with a succession of cultural imports - the pizzeria, the kebab 
house, the branch of the Middle-Eastern bank - must have been felt for centuries, though from a very different 
point of view, by colonised peoples all over the world as they watched the importation, maybe even used, the 
products of, fiUVW, EXURSeaQ cRORQiVaWiRQ, Pa\be BUiWiVh [«], OaWeU US, aV Whe\ OeaUQed WR eaW ZheaW iQVWead Rf Uice 
or corn, to drink Coca Cola, just as today we try out enchiladas" (1991a, 24). 
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She aOVR deYeORSed Whe cRQceSW Rf a ¶SURgUeVViYe VeQVe Rf SOace· WR aUWicXOaWe Whe 
places of a space not as static entities but instead as ongoing negotiations, 
´aUWicXOaWed PRPeQWV iQ QeWZRUkV Rf VRciaO UeOaWiRQVµ (1991a, 29) which have many 
identities, the scales of which reach beyond the local and include the global.  
 
By collaborating with other theorists like Stuart Hall (Hall, Massey, and Rustin 
2013) to address the perceived imbalances of the structural processes involved in 
the workings of dominant political conjunctures and their effects on individual 
relations, MaVVe\·V ZRUk, aQd iWV fXUWheU deYeORSPeQWV b\ RWheU geRgUaSheUV ZhR 
have also used relational space frameworks to address the stratifications of 
digitally-mediated spaces in particular (c.f. Zook and Graham 2018; Kitchin 2016; 
Cardullo, Kitchin, and Di Feliciantonio 2018), has added valuable nuance to the 
perspectives of this frame by portraying space as contextual, uneven and highly 
personal. The influence of these kinds of UefiQePeQWV caQ aOVR be VeeQ iQ HaUYe\·V 
later thoughts on how social constructions of space can be intertwined not only 
with capital, but also with culture and ethnicity (1994, 2004). By viewing space as 
made up of many senses of place, which correspond to patterns of geographic 
centrality and peripherality that characterise individual experiences, this frame 
enables me to start to perceive of the myriad multiplicities that are expressed 
through, and in turn determined by, the relational elements of space-making. 
 
Frame 5: The imaginations of ¶liYed space· 
 
The ¶OiYed VSace· RU ¶VSaceV Rf UeSUeVeQWaWiRQ· fUaPe, Zhich iV aW RQce Whe PRVW 
abVWUacWed aQd aSSOied eOePeQW Rf LefebYUe·V VSaWiaO WUiad, YieZV VSace aV bRWh 
´real-and-imaginedµ (Soja 1996, 3), causing a tension between it and what Lefebvre 
describes as the co-producing fRUceV Rf hiV RWheU WZR fUaPeV (¶PaWeUiaO VSace· aQd 
¶UeSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace·). HeUe, iW iV aUgXed, VSace iV W\SicaOO\ e[SeUieQced SaVViYeO\ 
through the senses without much reflection, which can make it into either a space 
of domination (mediated, in LefebYUe·V caVe, b\ Whe ¶UeSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSaceV· WhaW 
are planned and imposed under capitalism) or a space of imagination and 
daydreaming (Lefebvre [1974] 1991, 38).  
 
This means in lived space there are always opportunities for appropriation, where 
the everyda\ eQYiURQPeQWV Rf ¶PaWeUiaO VSace· caQ be RYeUOaid b\ aOWeUQaWiYe VSaceV 
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of inspiration, where spatial objects are articulated evocatively in personal ways. 
Lived spaces, Lefebvre has argued, ´Qeed Rbe\ QR UXOeV Rf cRQViVWeQc\ RU 
cohesiveness. Redolent with imaginary and symbolic elements, they have their 
source in history ² in the history of a peopleµ ([1974] 1991, 41). Because lived space 
´haV QR UeaOµ, Whe WheRUiVW Christian Schmid states, its primary outputs are 
symbolic works of expression, such as artistic creations, visions, fantasies and 
dreams (2008, 41). WhiOe LefebYUe·V WUiadic aSSURach caQ RWheUZiVe be limiting to 
spatial inquiry in that it conceives of personal agency as restricted by the 
structural constraints of capitalism (Löw 2008), this frame allows for key 
cRQWeVWaWiRQV WhaW XQdeUPiQe dRPiQaQW diVcRXUVeV (aQd heUe LefebYUe·V aSSURach 
echoes the work of Foucault, Gramsci and Hall on power earlier in this chapter) 
through alternative visions, enabling other kinds of spaces to emerge. 
 
Schmid (2008) has described how the lived space frame was in part informed by 
phenomenology and Maurice Merleau-Ponty in particular, whose theory of the 
¶OiYed-ZRUOd· deVcUibed Vpace as rooted in the authentic relationships of subjects to 
their world. However, Lefebvre also critiqued Merleau-Ponty for making personal 
ego-subjectivities the focus of lived spaces instead of social action. A key example of 
how this frame can be engaged with to explore the possibilities of spatial 
appropriation as its own kind of creative resistance can be found in Michel de 
CeUWeaX·V We[W The Practice of Everyday Life (1984). Here, a distinction is drawn 
beWZeeQ ¶VWUaWegieV· (Whe SOaQV Rf dRPiQaQW gURups to maintain control, as seen in 
representational space) aQd ¶WacWicV· (Whe adaSWaWiRQV Rf VXbjXgaWed gURXSV in 
navigating their lived realities), which manifest themselves in myriad, unplanned 
ways through everyday spatial encounters. 
 
In an especially iQfOXeQWiaO chaSWeU eQWiWOed ¶WaOkiQg iQ Whe ciW\·, de CeUWeaX 
described hRZ Whe VXbjecWiYe Za\V iQ Zhich ´bRdieV, VXbjecWV aQd bXiOW 
eQYiURQPeQWV aUe iQWeUOiQked aQd eQPeVhedµ (Morris 2004, 676) revealed urban 
spaces as performances of pre-existing scripts. The city is described as generated 
b\ Whe VWUaWegieV Rf iWV ¶SURdXceUV· ² corporations, planning bodies, governments 
and institutions ² who depict it as a unified whole (here again we see the influence 
of representational space). The dominance of this discourse is continually 
chaOOeQged, hRZeYeU, b\ Whe eYeU\da\ SUacWiceV Rf ¶cRQVXPeUV·, fRU e[aPSOe Whe 
walker as flâneur or flâneuse (iQ FUeQch, ¶VWUROOeU· RU ¶ORafeU·) ZhR VWeSV Rff 
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formalised streets to discover their own pathways, in doing so building their own 
senses of city-as-place that are never fully determined by the machinations of 
others. This view of lived space positions the seemingly innocuous act of walking as 
one of resistance and subversion, as can be seen in the playful and tactical 
explorations of psychogeographers like the Situationists who so inspired Lefebvre. 
 
Another articulation of the lived space frame can be found in the geographer 
Edward Soja (1989, 1996)·V QRWiRQ Rf ¶WhiUdVSace·, ZhR Oike HaUYe\ ZRUked fURP 
LefebYUe·V spatial triad to update the ways in which space could be produced 
through social practice. For Soja, spatial experience emerges through one of three 
scales which have been constructed as part of his own alternative triad, and which 
he claims can also exist iQdeSeQdeQWO\: ¶FiUVWVSace·, ZheUe VSace iV SeUceiYed, 
cRPSaUWPeQWaOiVed aQd PaSSed; ¶VecRQdVSace·, ZheUe fiUVWVSace iV diVVePiQaWed, 
fRU e[aPSOe iQ aUW aQd Pedia; aQd ¶WhiUdVSace·, ZheUe aOO VcaOeV PeeW iQ fOX[, aQd 
space is actually experienced and rewoUked. HeUe, SRja diYeUgeV fURP LefebYUe·V 
WUiad b\ ViWXaWiQg WhiUdVSace aV a ´VSace Rf UadicaO RSeQQeVVµ (1996, 84) which is 
also a fusion of the other two spaces. He refers to thirdspace as a kind of 
¶h\SeUVSace·, Zhich haV QR WePSRUaO RU Sh\VicaO bRXQdaUies because it is 
continually being rearranged through infinite pathways of possibility. This leaves 
opportunities, he argues, for the other two spaces of his triad to be transformed. 
 
A ke\ cUiWiciVP Rf bRWh de CeUWeaX aQd SRja·V PRdeOV UeOaWeV WR Whe distinctions they 
situate between concepts. By setting up a binary opposition between producers and 
cRQVXPeUV, ZiWh RQe aOZa\V iQ dRPiQaQce aQd Whe RWheU iQ UeViVWaQce, de CeUWeaX·V 
cRQceSWXaOiVaWiRQ Rf Whe ¶aUWV Rf dRiQg· UePaiQV OiPiWed. A more productive 
approach for the circumstances of institutional spaces is to perceive of these 
interactions as two-Za\ ´iQWeUfacesµ (Morris 2004, 693), or contingent assemblages 
of actors who co-create, as will be seen in the works of Massey and Hall, and 
Kitchin and Dodge in the next section. Perhaps unsurprisingly, Massey also cited 
cRQceUQV ZiWh de CeUWeaX·V ´URPaQWiciVedµ QRWiRQ Rf SRZeU aQd UeViVWaQce (2005, 
45²47). The strategies of dominant groups are never as self-coherent or secure as 
he portrayed them to be, she argued, nor is power so easily removed from the 
¶eYeU\da\·. IQVWead Rf working with a dominance-resistance binary, she suggested 
activating a politics of transformation, which would ´chaOOeQge the constitutive 
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UeOaWiRQV Zhich cRQVWUXcW VSaceV iQ Whe fiUVW SOaceµ by reordering practices to be 
´PRUe egaOiWaUiaQ, OeVV e[SORiWaWiYe, PRUe PXWXaOO\ eQabOiQgµ (Massey 2002, 285). 
 
SRja·V UeiQWeUSUeWaWiRQ Rf Whe WUiadic PRdeO iV aOVR OiPiWed iQ its positioning of the 
production of each spatial frame as fully autonomous from the others, instead of 
existing in simultaneity and tension as the triads of Lefebvre and Harvey have 
emphasised. It has thus beeQ cUiWiciVed fRU ´QRW haY[iQg] PXch iQ cRPPRQ ZiWh 
LefebYUe·V WheRU\µ (Schmid 2008, 42) becaXVe LefebYUe ZRXOd aUgXe a ¶WhiUdVSace· 
cannot be produced without the first and second spaces being produced at the same 
time in the dialectic relations Rf cRQWiQXaO V\QWheViV. NeYeUWheOeVV, SRja·V 
acWiYaWiRQ Rf a ¶WhiUdVSace· WhaW caUUieV ZiWhiQ iW eYeQ PRUe fOXidiW\, fOX[ aQd 
SRVVibiOiW\ WhaQ WhaW Rf LefebYUe·V ¶OiYed VSace· iV heOSfXO iQ WhaW iW SRiQWV WR Whe 
possibilities for power relations to be transformed through heterogeneous social 
practice, instead of merely contested. 
 
Frame 6: The technological relations of ¶ontogenetic space· 
 
It is here, amidst the possibilities of spatial objects that not only produce space, but 
also help transform it, that I VXggeVW Whe iQcOXViRQ Rf ¶RQWRgeQeWic VSace· developed 
by the geographers Rob Kitchin and Martin Dodge (2009; 2005; 2011) as the sixth 
spatial frame to be engaged with in this thesis. This frame builds on the theories of 
the relational space frame, and also those of lived space, to examine the relations of 
digitally-mediated spaces in particular, which it views as emerging through a 
process of continual transformation which consists of Whe ¶WUaQVdXcWiYe· RU PakiQg-
anew practices of computer software and hardware in addition to the social 
relations of human actors.  
 
The primary assertion of the ontogenetic spatial frame is that our everyday 
relations have become increasingly intertwined with, and mediated by, the 
interactions of technological actors. These actors may take on many different 
forms, from digital operating systems (from Windows to Linux) running on 
hardware (from laptops to Arduino microcontrollers), WR ¶cRded iQfUaVWUXcWXUeV· 
(fURP ZiUeOeVV hXbV WR ¶VPaUW· deYiceV) and ¶cRded RbjecWV· (from scanners to 
printers) (Dodge and Kitchin 2005). An ontogenetic frame thus views space as 
brought into being not only by human actors, but also by the hybrid relational 
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assemblages and relationships between humans and other-than-humans, which 
render binary oppositions between such actors problematic. While it can be argued 
that the representational space frame also acknowledges the value of other-than-
human actors in the production of space (as seen through the power attributed to 
architectural elements of the build environment) the ontogenetic space frame 
moves beyond this by situating all actors in a state of relational interaction, co-
creation and contestation ² which results in the continual transformation of space 
itself. 
 
KiWchiQ aQd DRdge·V XVe Rf ¶RQWRgeQeWic· has been derived from the term 
¶RQWRgeQeViV·, RU Whe biological development of a living organism over time based on 
its experiences. They argue that ontogenetic spaces emerge in particular through 
the processes of ¶WechQiciW\·, RU Whe cRPbiQed SURdXcWiRQ Rf hXPaQ aQd 
technological practices; and also WhURXgh ¶WUaQVdXcWiRQ·, RU Whe creation and re-
creation of space through transformative and reiterative practices that change its 
conditions of being (Kitchin and Dodge 2011, 17). Kitchin and Dodge have 
described how the ontogenetic space frame is a contemporary operationalisation of 
Whe ShiORVRSheU GiObeUW SiPRQdRQ·V cRQceSW Rf ¶WechQRgeQeViV·, RU Whe WheRU\ WhaW 
humans and digital technologies co-evolve. While technogenesis has influenced 
many key works in software studies and beyond (c.f. Fuller 2008; Haraway 2006; 
Hayles 2012; Latour 2005; Thrift and French 2002), the ontogenetic space 
framework is unique in that it addresses not only the emergence of hybrid 
relations, but also the hybrid spatialities that may also be co-constituted alongside 
these relations. 
 
Ontogenetic space is viewed as "constantly bought into being as an incomplete 
solution to an ongoing relational problem" (Kitchin and Dodge 2011, 71). This 
enables the development of a variety of hybrid spatial forms, three of which are 
PRVW SURPiQeQW. The fiUVW VSaWiaO fRUP iV ¶cRde/VSace·, ZheUe VRfWZaUe aQd VSace aUe 
mutually constituted and technological actors are essential to the production of the 
space, an example being a museum exhibit that entirely consists of digital 
artworks. The second form iV ¶cRded VSace·, ZheUe Whe UeOaWiRQ beWZeeQ VRfWZaUe 
and space is not co-dependent, because while digital technologies do provide a 
solution WR Whe VSace·V QeedV, they are not the only solution. Thus the role of 
technological acWRUV iQ a ¶cRded VSace· iV RQe Rf faciOiWaWiRQ aQd aXgPeQWaWiRQ, 
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rather than regulation or control (Dodge and Kitchin 2005, 173). An example of a 
coded space would be a museum workshop that involves a slideshow on a digital 
projector, which does affect the nature of its spatiality, but is not essential to its 
production as a space. The WhiUd VSaWiaO fRUP iV ¶backgURXQd cRded VSace,· ZheUe 
interactions between digital technologies are either not activated, or are activated 
but do not affect spatial relations, for example a museum café that has limited 
technological capabilities and only allows the public to use laptops after lunch. 
Once the laptops are opened, the transduction of its space is altered, and becomes 
that of a code/space or coded space. By reconfiguring structural flows like that of 
global capital around the ongoing assemblages of interactions, transactions and 
mobilities that occur between diverse actors, an ontogenetic space frame asserts 
the mutually dependent and constitutive practices of co-production as a core 
determinant of spatial organisation. 
 
3.4 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I have introduced the conceptual framework that grounds the 
perspectives of this thesis, which has helped me develop an account of the space 
and power relations of institutional spaces as intertwined forces in their 
production, with space-making itself viewed as a form of power. This inquiry has 
also enabled me to perceive of the production of space as a co-constitutive process, 
which emerges not only from relations of space and time, but also out of the 
interactions and practices of human and other-than-human actors. The controls 
which stratify these relations (for example the dominant discourses of an 
iQVWiWXWiRQ·V UeSUeVeQWaWiRQaO VSace) need not be viewed as set in stone; on the 
contrary, they can be understood as existing in a state of tension and continual co-
evolution, the directions of which are negotiated not only through acts of 
domination and resistance, but also transformation. As Lefebvre ([1974] 1991, 8) 
has asserted, we are "confronted by an indefinite multitude of space[s], each one 
piled upon, or perhaps contained within, the next" (8). Despite their limits, these 
multitudes carry within them many possibilities, some of which will be explored by 
this thesis. 
 
 
 78 
4. Methodology and research design 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
“It matters which stories tell stories, which concepts think concepts […] it matters 
which figures figure figures, which systems systematize systems." 
 
 ² Donna Haraway, Staying with the Trouble, p. 161 
 
In this chapter, I introduce the research methodology that has guided the 
perspectives of this thesis and the ways it has constructed what counts as 
knowledge. I begin by describing the thinking behind the transdisciplinary 
epistemological stance that I have adopted. I then discuss its relationship with the 
ethnographic and action research methodologies that I used to explore the research 
questions outlined in the introduction to this thesis. This is followed with a 
discussion of the data collection methods that I employed during 13 months of 
fieldwork as researcher-in-residence across three cultural institutions, and my 
criteria foU VeOecWiQg Whe VWXd\·V fieOd ViWeV aQd SaUWiciSaQWV. I conclude by reflecting 
RQ hRZ P\ RZQ SRViWiRQaOiW\ aQd ViWXaWedQeVV aV Whe VWXd\·V UeVeaUcheU iV 
intertwined with issues of bias and also with the power relations of the research 
itself, and a brief summary of my analysis of the data and its core themes.  
 
4.2 Epistemological stance 
 
Before discussing the practicalities of this project, I will first clarify the 
epistemological premises which have framed how I have designed its methodology. 
As examined in the previous chapters which address the genealogical and 
theoretical approaches explored in this thesis, my epistemological viewpoint has 
been influenced by what are loosely referred to as post-positivist, post-structuralist 
RU ¶SRVW-SRVW· approaches to qualitative research (Friedman 1991; St. Pierre 2004; 
Wright 2006) 40. In practice, this means that my underlying understanding of the 
 
40 By post-positivism, I refer to the academic application of post-empiricist approaches like constructivism 
and critical realism that responded to the viewpoint that scientifically-derived knowledges are the only credible or 
authentic knowledges, and the assumption that it is possible to gather empirically observable data with an 
objective perspective. By post-structuralism, meanwhile, I refer to academic reactions to structuralism (ie, the 
belief that rational human reason and behaviour will bring about social progress) which have defied claims to 
abVROXWe facWV RU 'WUXWhV·. The ´deYeORSiQg hegePRQ\µ (Friedman 1991, 466) of post-structuralism itself has also 
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social, cultural and material dynamics of our world has been constructed from the 
perspectives of four related fields of inquiry: Cultural studies (in its focus on the 
discourses of power and the politics of contemporary culture), anthropology (in its 
focus on cultural logics and the study of symbols, signs, practices and other 
semiotic methods), STS41 (in its focus on the socially constructed aspects of digital 
technologies, and relations between human and other-than-human actors) and 
cultural geography (in its focus on spatial organisation as central to social 
relations).  
 
In negotiating my relationship to these fields, I have applied a triangulation 
approach to draw relevant theories and methods from each of them (Flick, Kardoff, 
and Steinke 2004). While triangulation has been critiqued for its presumption of a 
methodological hierarchy which tends to position quantitative methods on top in 
RUdeU WR ´heOS [«] TXaOiWaWiYe UeVeaUcheUV becRPe PRUe UigRURXVµ (Denzin 2015, 
214), Whe ´ceOebUaWiRQ Rf diYeUViW\µ (Denzin 2012, 82) of later approaches to 
triangulation like that of MMR (mixed method research)42 have demonstrated how 
iW UePaiQV a XVefXO WacWic fRU ´acceSW[iQg] a YieZ Rf UeVeaUch aV UeYeaOiQg PXOWiSOe 
cRQVWUXcWed UeaOiWieVµ (SeaOe 1999, 474). Here, I have found it useful as a loose 
frame to integrate theoretical and methodological approaches from across the 
disciplines I mentioned. This has allowed me to bring together the qualitative 
methods of empirical analysis typically used in fields like anthropology and STS 
with the theoretical frameworks of cultural studies and cultural geography.  
 
The field of STS in particular, which integrates the sociotechnical perspectives of 
various fields that include cultural studies, science studies and feminist studies, 
has illustrated how the nature of epistemology itself can be interrogated by 
triangulating approaches across disciplines. John Law (2016) and others (c.f. W. 
Bijker 1997; Haraway 1988, 1994; Latour 2005) have described how STS began as 
a response to the supposed objectivity of scientific inquiry by arguing that a power-
asymmetrical world, all knowledges are socially constructed. This is because 
 
beeQ diVcXVVed, ZiWh EOi]abeWh SW. PieUUe aUgXiQg WhaW ¶SRVW· TXaOiWaWiYe iQTXiU\ eQWeUed a ¶SRVW-posW· SeUiRd iQ Whe 
2000s because "all epistemologies and methodologies have their limits. As we put them to use, we come up against 
WheiU iQadeTXacieV aQd haYe WR [«] UeWhiQk WheP" (2004, 136). 
41 Science and Technology Studies. 
42 Denzin (2012, 82) has described MMR as defined by "eclecticism, paradigm pluralism, a celebration of 
diversity, a rejection of dichotomies [and] an iterative approach to inquiry" that "adds rigor, breadth complexity, 
richness, and depth" despite criticisms arising from the incompatibilities of quantitative-qualitative method 
combinations. 
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scientists, like all other researchers, have been trained to view the world in a 
particular way ² which includes building authoritative solutions to the kinds of 
problems that are deemed appropriate (Law 2016, 33). Thus, the research methods 
and theoretical approaches of academic disciplines are not merely techniques. They 
also carry their own agendas, which in turn reproduce certain discourses and 
format social relations. By exploring how the construction of research itself can be 
a mechanism of social practice, it becomes clear that knowledge production cannot 
be separated from its social context ² as Foucault, Hall and the other theorists 
discussed in the previous chapter have also argued.  
 
When the approaches of a variety of disciplines are critically triangulated in this 
way, however, a question emerges: If all knowledges are socially constructed, how 
caQ aQ\ kiQd Rf VhaUed XQdeUVWaQdiQg RU ¶WUXWh· be aUUiYed XSRQ? OQe Za\ WR 
address this is by providiQg a cOeaU VigQificaWiRQ Rf Whe UeVeaUcheU·V RZQ SRViWiRQ 
aQd cRQWe[W iQ RUdeU WR aYRid Whe ´faOVe VeQVe Rf aOO-knowingness, the god trick of 
VeeiQg eYeU\WhiQg fURP QRZheUeµ (Haraway 1988, 582) that can all too easily be 
assumed during the research process. Thus, my epistemological stance in this 
WheViV haV aOVR beeQ iQfOXeQced b\ ¶ViWXaWed kQRZOedge·, aQ aSSURach WR VeOf-
reflexive research introduced by Donna Haraway (1988, 1994) which has suggested 
that instead of trying to position themselves as separate, neutral observers of 
reality, researchers take a close look at how their own positionality affects the 
nature and outcomes of their research. As such, throughout this thesis I have 
attempted to state my own positionality and embeddedness in relation to the 
research where possible. This forces me to address the fact that this study includes 
certain assumptions that are embedded within the particular Western, European 
and privileged context of its production, a matter that Dipesh Chakrabarty (2000) 
and Eduardo Kohn (2013, 38) haYe UefeUUed WR aV Whe ¶eVVeQWiaOiW\ Rf 
SURYiQciaOi]aWiRQ· of any theory-building process. I will address these issues more 
deeply later in this chapter by discussing how the power relations implicit in my 
subjectivity as researcher-in-residence affected my consideration of research ethics.  
 
4.3 Constructing a mixed-method approach 
 
Because I wanted to observe everyday experiences and practices at collections 
makerspaces, but also address how the space of each site was produced through 
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broader institutional relations, it felt most appropriate to combine the in-depth 
participant observation of an ethnographic methodology with the engaged practices 
of an action research methodology. This allowed me to work from a primarily 
ethnographic perspective, but with augmentations from action research methods 
that involved collaborative co-creation and design interventions. In doing so, I was 
able to move flexibly between observing people, and making things with them. 
 
To describe my combined role as observer and maker, my interactions with sites 
WRRk Whe fRUP Rf ZhaW I UefeUUed WR aV a ¶Researcher in ReVideQce· PRdeO. ThiV 
allowed me to draw from a rich legacy of interdisciSOiQaU\ ¶iQ UeVideQce· 
collaborations between practitioners and institutions that involved different kinds 
of co-created outputs (Bresler et al. 2000; Marshall et al. 2014). A particular 
inspiration was Furtherfield co-fRXQdeU RXWh CaWORZ·V UeVeaUch UeVidency at the 
Taylor Digital Studio from 2015-2016, which culminated in an adult learning 
course that explored networked art forms (Tate 2016a).  
 
Ethnography 
 
Ethnography is a methodology that originated in anthropology and is now widely 
used in many contexts, from sociology to journalism to the fashion industry. It is so 
widely used, in fact, that it has been declared that "everything is now ethnography" 
(Gobo and Marciniak 2016, 104). Despite this diffusion of the original intent of 
ethnography to engage in deep observation of a particular culture over a long 
period of time (Levi-Strauss 1966), it can still be distinguished from the "grab-it-
and-run" (Gobo and Marciniak 2016, 105) approach of related methods43 in the 
following ways.  
 
The first characteristic that is central to an ethnographic methodology is its 
emphasis on direct participant observation, where the everyday patterns and logics 
of a cultural group are studied by a researcher who participates in their everyday 
activities, allowing a gradual "deferral to subjects' modes of knowing" to emerge 
(Holmes and Marcus 2008, 82). While participant observation has traditionally 
 
43 Gobo and Marciniak have described how the co-RSWiRQ Rf eWhQRgUaSh\ aV aQ ´abXVed bX]] ZRUdµ (2016, 
104) into market research has included surveys, interviews and short case studies that claim to follow an 
ethnographic approach. 
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only been used to observe social relations rather than impede in their direction, it 
now includes more interactive and embedded approaches alongside participant 
observation that build a deeper understanding of the social context, from semi-
structured interviews to the collaborative interpretation of discursive and visual 
materials (Atkinson et al. 2007; Kohn 2007). 
 
The second characteristic of an ethnographic methodology is the design of a 
research project that involves a lengthy period of time spent accessing a field of 
observation. This commitment to embeddedness allows researchers to engage in a 
mode of inteUSUeWaWiRQ WhaW Whe aQWhURSRORgiVW COiffRUd GeeUW] haV caOOed ¶Whick 
deVcUiSWiRQ·, RU a deWaiOed fiUVW-SeUVRQ SicWXUe Rf Whe fieOd URRWed iQ ´VPaOO, bXW YeU\ 
deQVeO\ We[WXUed facWVµ (1993, 28) that highlights the semiotic and constructive 
nature of social relations. Alan Stewart (1998, 7) has described how this is 
"iPPeUViRQ ZiWhiQ a SaUWicXOaU VeWWiQg" iV eVVeQWiaO WR Whe ¶YeUaciW\· RU UeOiabiOiW\ Rf 
ethnographic inquiry, because it allows the researcher to construct a contextualism 
built on holistic linkages across their data. By engaging with field sites for a period 
of 13 months from September 2016 and October 2017, I was able to observe not 
only their day-to-day relations, but also how they evolved over time. 
 
In particular, my ethnography has been informed by two critical ethnographic 
frameworks: Institutional ethnography and multi-sited ethnography. A defining 
chaUacWeUiVWic Rf cUiWicaO eWhQRgUaShic iQTXiU\ iV iWV UejecWiRQ Rf Whe ´URPaQWic 
iQWeUeVW iQ Whe VXbaOWeUQµ (Saukko 2003, 178) of previous ethnographic research 
that focused on the so-caOOed ´VaYageµ (LeYi-Strauss 1966) cultures of an exotic 
other. Thus, many critical ethnographies (c.f. Boxwell 1992; Coleman 2012; Rapp 
2004) position the researcher in the field sites of their own cultures within which 
they are already embedded. These may include the seemingly mundane settings of 
homes, schools, workplaces and institutions (Atkinson et al. 2007). The 
anthropologist George E. Marcus has described how critical ethnographic 
approaches are interdisciplinary, involved in both the everyday and also in new 
cXOWXUaO fRUPV, aQd ViWXaWe Whe eWhQRgUaSheU aV a ´ciUcXPVWaQWiaO acWiYiVWµ (1995, 
95) who deliberately works across multiple sites and disciplines to challenge 
dichRWRPieV Oike Whe ¶ORcaO· aQd Whe ¶gORbaO·. Activist ethnographers like Patrick 
Reedy and Daniel King, meanwhile, encourage critical scholars to not only 
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understand VRciaO SUacWice, bXW aOVR ´ZRUk WRZaUd chaQgiQg iWµ b\ UedefiQiQg 
dominant discourses and challenging practitioner subjectivities (2019, 565). 
 
Institutional ethnography (IE) has been inspired by feminist and Marxist 
aSSURacheV, aQd VeekV WR XQdeUVWaQd hRZ Whe ¶UXOiQg UeOaWiRQV· Rf iQVWiWXWiRQaO 
discourses are translated into the social organisation of everyday experiences, 
described b\ iWV fRXQdeU, Whe VRciRORgiVW DRURWh\ SPiWh, aV beiQg ´iQ-bRd\µ (2005, 
10). This means the phenomena which institutional ethnography examines may 
include mundane chores, working practices or the construction of knowledges 
(Tummons 2017). Institutional ethnography also examines how institutions, from 
government bureaucracies to corporations, are coordinated through language, 
using textual analysis and discussions with informants as primary methods for 
e[SORUiQg hRZ diVcRXUVeV aUe ¶acWiYaWed·.44· AQRWheU important aspect of IE is its 
cRPPiWPeQW WR ZhaW iV UefeUUed WR aV ¶VWaQdSRiQW·, a ´a SRiQW Rf eQWU\ iQWR 
discovering the social that does not subordinate the knowing subject to objectified 
fRUPV Rf kQRZOedge RU SROiWicaO ecRQRP\µ (D. E. Smith 2005, 10). By taking a 
specific look at the tacit nature of working knowledge, IE works to understand both 
how people feel about the work they do every day, and also how the specific 
circumstances of that work and the forms it takes may be coordinated by others. 
 
Conducting a multi-sited ethnography (Holmes and Marcus 2008; Marcus 1995), 
meanwhile, has allowed me to observe how the field sites of this thesis are both 
iPSOicaWed iQ Whe ´ORcaO WiPe-VSaceµ (Marcus 1995, 95, 105) ecosystems of London 
that define their everyday relations, while also interacting with other kinds of 
spaces across local and global networks. The corresponding relations of these, 
meanwhile, are understood as stratified according to the kinds of power-geometries 
(Massey 1993) discussed in the last chapter. Saukko (2003) has described how 
multi-ViWed eWhQRgUaSh\ aYRidV Whe ¶W\SificaWiRQ· Rf RQe-sited ethnography by 
acknowledging the multiple perspectives and contexts that contribute to how social 
phenomena are enacted. He states that "what multiperspectivalism espouses is not 
relativism, but an approach that is capable of acknowledging that there is more 
than one side to each issue, and of bringing these different sides into a 
 
44 Smith has discussed how institutional ethnography is a "sociology for the people" (1), because in making 
language its focus, it explores how "the everyday world of our experience is put together by relations that extend 
vastly beyond the everyday", causing societal relations to affect individual conceptions of knowing (2005, 1). 
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conversation with one another to create more inclusive research and politics" 
(2003, 195). TheVe SeUVSecWiYeV aUe eQUiched WhURXgh iQVWiWXWiRQaO eWhQRgUaSh\·V 
focus on how the local and everyday is always defined by, and linked to, the 
¶WUaQVORcaO· ² ´WhRVe VRciaO, adPiQiVWUaWiYe, RU geRgUaShicaO VSaceV WhaW aUe RXWVide 
Whe bRXQdaUieV Rf SeRSOe·V eYeU\da\ e[SeUieQceµ (Tummons 2017, 148).  
 
By working from a multi-sited, institutional ethnographic methodology, this project 
has aimed to move beyond a simple comparison of its field sites by exploring the 
ciUcXOaWiRQ Rf ´chaiQV, SaWhV, WhUeadV [aQd] cRQjXQcWiRQVµ (Marcus 1995, 105) 
beWZeeQ WheP, aQd aOVR hRZ WheiU ´UXOiQg UeOaWiRQVµ (D. E. Smith 2005, 13) have 
organised their everyday realities. SiOYia LiQdWQeU·V UeVeaUch RQ hackeU 
communities in China is a key example of the kind of multi-sited and critical 
ethnographic inquiry that this project has been informed by. Instead of engaging 
purely with Spivak·V (1988) mode of ´OeW[WiQg]« Whe VXbaOWeUQ VSeakµ (Lindtner 
2015, 859), she works to find ways of collaborating with her informants as 
partners, publishing outputs together that trace how their imaginaries are 
negotiated by processes of global production, manufacturing and investment (c.f. 
Lindtner, Greenspan, and Li 2015; Lindtner and Li 2012; Sun et al. 2015). ´The 
multi-ViWed QaWXUe Rf P\ ZRUk,µ LiQdWQeU haV aUgXed, ´iV eVVeQWiaO fRU 
understanding deeply the diverse practices, visions, and goals that come together 
under the maker and hacker rubric, and how they travel and take shape across 
ViWeV aQd RYeU WiPeµ (2015, 859).  
 
Creative practice as action research 
 
Because my first interactions with collections makerspaces originated from a space 
of co-design, I wanted to find a way to not only participant observe, but also create 
with, my informants as collaborators. To achieve this aim, my research 
methodology moved beyond the mostly-observational realms of ethnography and 
adopted an action research approach on four occasions, where my interactions took 
the form of creative practice. 
 
KXUW LeZiQ RUigiQaOO\ cRiQed Whe WeUP ¶acWiRQ UeVeaUch· iQ 1946 WR deVcUibe a QeZ 
PeWhRdRORg\ WhaW ZRXOd ´heOS Whe SUacWiWiRQeU« iQ gURXS UeOaWiRQVµ (1946, 34), 
describing the process as a spiral staircase of collective steps that would lead to 
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direct action. Present-day action research is used widely across academic fields and 
social movements, from indigenous land rights campaigns to labour-organizing, 
and from social work to public policy (Kemmis, McTaggart, and Nixon 2014). 
Action researchers, like critical ethnographers, work from the notion that because 
knowledge is socially constructed, researchers should try to become embedded 
within systems of values and interactions to build a situated understanding of 
them. However, unlike ethnographers, action researchers also work to challenge 
the field being studied through critical interventions that are negotiated in 
partnership with their informants (Brydon-Miller, Greenwood, and Maguire 2003; 
Kemmis, McTaggart, and Nixon 2014).  
 
Action researchers Peter Reason and Hilary Bradbury have explained how action 
research is primarily concerned ZiWh XViQg SaUWiciSaWRU\ PeWhRdV iQ ´Whe SXUVXiW Rf 
SUacWicaO VROXWiRQV WR iVVXeV Rf SUeVViQg cRQceUQ WR SeRSOeµ (2001, 1). They suggest 
five key tenants of action research projects. First, they argue, action research 
SURdXceV ´kQRZOedge iQ SUacWiceµ WhaW will be of use not only to the researcher, but 
aOVR WR Whe cRPPXQiW\. SecRQd, acWiRQ UeVeaUch eQgageV iQ ´SaUWiciSaWiRQ aQd 
dePRcUac\µ b\ fRVWeUiQg SaUWiciSaWiRQ WhaW PeeWV SeRSOe iQ WheiU eYeU\da\ OiYeV. 
ThiUd, acWiRQ UeVeaUch ackQRZOedgeV WheUe aUe ´PaQ\ Za\V Rf kQRZiQgµ Zhich 
move beyond the dialogical and written forms and may include tacit, experiential 
aQd RWheU kQRZOedgeV. FRXUWh, acWiRQ UeVeaUch SURjecWV aUe ´ePeUgeQWµ, QegRWiaWed 
over time with their communities of practice. Fifth, action research projects focus 
RQ SURdXciQg ´ZRUWhZhiOe SXUSRVeVµ Zhich aWWePSW WR aid Whe cRPPXQiWieV Whe\ 
are involved in (Reason and Bradbury 2001, 2).  
 
B\ e[SUeVViQg P\ ´iQWeQWiRQ WR fRVWeU SaUWiciSaWiRQµ (Reason 2004, 273) at the 
beginning of the project to my collaborators at each field site, I was able to allow 
the creative interventions of action research to emerge where there was a need for 
them. In their  ¶cUiWicaO deVigQ eWhQRgUaSh\· account of building design as a form of 
action research for ethnographic projects, the instructional designer Sasha Barab 
and his colleagues have described how they ´Z[ore] RXU haWV aV eWhQRgUaSheUVµ or 
as designers depending on the shifting nature of their myriad relationships with 
participants (Barab et al. 2004, 256). This flexibility helped them avoid carrying 
the kind of outside agenda into their interventions that can often accompany 
design projects. It also allowed the design they created WR VeUYe ´QRW aV aQ eQd iQ 
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itself, or as a prRdXcW SRViWiRQed WR iPSacW a ViWXaWiRQµ bXW iQVWead aV a ´WRRO WhaW iV 
SaUW Rf Whe V\VWePµ (Barab et al. 2004, 258).  
 
By engaging with field sites as both participant observer and action researcher, I 
ZaV caUefXO WR SOace Whe haW Rf ´chaQge ageQWµ (Barab et al. 2004, 257) on my head 
only when it was clear that that kind of intervention would be not only of value to 
myself and my research, but also to my collaborators. I did not choose to undertake 
action research at the Wellcome Collection for this reason. However, I did receive 
invitations to intervene in public initiatives at the Tate and the British Museum. 
These collaborations resulted in four creative practice interactions, from the 
production of an archival website to the organisation of digital making workshops, 
which I will describe in the next section.  
 
4.4. Data collection methods 
 
I will now outline the methods that I used to collect data during my interactions 
with field sites. In total, this involved 255 hours of participant observation around 
28 events; informal, unrecorded chats and anonymous questionnaires with 67 site 
users; ¶expert· interviews with 38 site facilitators; and 4 creative action research 
interventions. My specific research interactions with each field site consisted of the 
following: At the British Museum, I engaged in 40 hours of participant observation 
during 10 workshops for schools and families; semi-structured expert interviews 
with 10 members of staff who had helped produce the SDDC; questionnaires and 
informal chatV ZiWh 15 Rf Whe VSace·V XVeUV, aQd Whe ¶SSecXOaWiYe UQiYeUVeV· acWiRQ 
research intervention for the Future Makers series.  
 
At Tate, I conducted 115 hours of participant observation at the Taylor Digital 
Studio in between events and during a weekly research drop-in day that I helped 
facilitate, 35 hours participant-observing five public events and five staff events, 
and 30 hours of participant observation during three public events at Tate 
Exchange. During this time, I chatted informally with, and gathered 
questionnaires from, 38 users of the spaces, and conducted expert interviews with 
22 facilitators who included site managers, Tate staff, and external collaborators. I 
also moved from observing the spaces to helping shape their production on three 
occasions through creative action research interventions in collaboration with 
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facilitators. At the Wellcome Collection, meanwhile, I conducted 35 hours of 
participant-observation in the form of making, hanging out and informal, 
unrecorded chats with 30 participants around five public workshops. 
 
Participant observation 
 
The first data collection method I employed in this project was participant 
observation, where I became directly involved in field sites as their researcher-in-
residence. By interacting with spaces not just as an observer but also as a 
participant, I was abOe WR ´cRPPiW WR Whe e[SORUaWiRQ Rf a SaUWicXOaU cXOWXUaO VeWWiQg 
fiUVW haQdµ (Atkinson et al. 2007, 2) by embedding my own body inside the field. 
The circumstances of this participation, however, was often contingent on the 
amount of access I was provided at each field site. The facilitators of the Taylor 
Digital Studio, for example, offered me the opportunity to situate myself there and 
run my own research activities every Friday from September 2016 to January 
2017. This meant I needed to be shown how to close the space at the end of the day 
if I was the last one using it, a level of access that gave me a backstage look into 
the space of the Studio which I was not afforded elsewhere.  
 
Other opportunities for participant observation offered by site facilitators in 
addition to ambient hanging out and making with site users included the 
observation of staff-facing events, such as planning meetings, A/V testing days and 
professional development sessions; and public-facing events, such as lectures, 
workshops and courses. This allowed many informal interactions to emerge that I 
did not record, from speaking with institutional staff about their internal struggles 
to taking a lunch break with site users. As the anthropologist Lana Rapp has 
discussed, one of the benefits of participant observation is this flexibility ² while 
the researcher may set out with a preconceived set of assumptions to start with, it 
iV RQO\ afWeU beiQg iQfRUPaOO\ ´edXcaWedµ (2004, 2) by informants about the 
complexities of the field that such assumptions can be challenged.  
 
Interviews 
 
This participant observation data was enriched by, and gathered alongside, my 
other main method of ethnographic data collection: Interviews. These were semi-
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structured in form, and focused on the insights of individuals who had been deeply 
associated with one of the field sites in some way and could therefore be called an 
¶e[SeUW· RQ iW. The VRciRORgiVW AOe[aQdeU BRgQeU aQd hiV cROOeagXeV (2009, 2) have 
deVcUibed hRZ aQ ¶e[SeUW iQWeUYieZ· caQ be XVed aV a PeaQV Rf RbWaiQiQg daWa fURP 
someone who holds a key position in an institution, and understands the 
organisational structures behind it enough to act as a "crystallisation point" in 
gaining further insider knowledge. For this study, I wanted to interview both 
institutional staff and also collaborators outside of the organisation ² each of whom 
had their own kinds of valuable knowledges to impart.  
 
The process of gaining insider knowledge through interviews is especially essential 
in an institutional ethnography (IE) framework. By talking to people about their 
eYeU\da\ ´ZRUk kQRZOedgeµ (D. E. Smith 2005, 10), IE UeVeaUcheUV aUgXe, ´Whe 
institutional ethnographer can explore how people are able to talk about their 
experiences and also the extent to which they have, or have not, acquired the 
discourses that ma\ be RUdeUiQg WheiU acWiRQVµ (Tummons 2017, 150). This allows a 
relationship to be built between the researcher and their collaborating interviewee 
which explores the terms and limitations of power imbalances. Keeping this 
relationship in mind, I worked from a skeleton of core questions which were 
iQWeQded WR diUecW Whe diVcXVViRQ WRZaUdV SaUWiciSaQWV· eYeU\da\ e[SeUieQceV Rf Whe 
space, as well as their more emotional and intimate thoughts on the nature of its 
relations, with an additional focus on institutional power dynamics.  
 
The questions were generated from prompts that included the following: 
How would you describe your work? What are its challenges?  
How do you feel this space is understood by the rest of the institution? 
Who do you feel has the most power in the interactions that happen here? 
Do you think this kind of space inspires organisational changes within the 
institution? 
 
I then tailored each set of questions to the circumstances of the space and 
participant and modified them during the interview to allow it to have a 
conversational flow. I made it clear that the interviews would be recorded so I 
could transcribe them later as part of my research process, unless participants 
asked for them not to be. I also invited participants to become collaborators by 
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helping guide the interaction based on what they wanted to discuss, bringing to 
PiQd LaWRXU·V QRWiRQ Rf giYiQg VXbjecWV Whe ´RSWiRQ WR RbjecWµ b\ beiQg ´iQWeUeVWed, 
active, disobedient, fully involved in what is said about themselves by otheUVµ 
(2000, 116). Most interviews were an hour long, but for this reason a few ran up to 
four hours in length. Meanwhile, while most interviews were just between me and 
one other person, I also conducted a group interview with four individuals at their 
request, which took the form of a collective conversation. 
 
In total, I conducted 45 interviews with site facilitators, collaborators and 
institutional staff across the 4 primary field sites of study, and one interview at the 
V&A while the Sackler Centre was being renovated. BecaXVe Rf Whe ¶e[SeUW· QaWXUe 
of these interactions, I was able to gain an in-depth knowledge about each site from 
those who had been central to its existence. Their insights provided me with some 
Rf WhiV VWXd\·V PRVW YaOXabOe fiQdiQgV, Zhich I will address in the three empirical 
chapters of this thesis.  
 
Questionnaires 
 
The third data collection method employed was short-form questionnaires, which 
ZeUe haQded RXW WR PePbeUV Rf Whe SXbOic ZhR PighW defiQe WhePVeOYeV aV ¶XVeUV· 
of the spaces, but not as collaborators or facilitators. While I already had some 
informal participant-observation notes from initial interactions with members of 
this group, I wanted to find a way to learn more about their experiences in their 
own words. I soon learned this would be a challenge, however, because we typically 
only encountered each other during fast-paced and busy public events hosted in the 
spaces.  
 
Thus, instead of asking them for interviews, I turned to the more informal method 
of short questionnaires in the cultural probes tradition of the designers Bill Gaver, 
Tony Dunne and Elena Pacenti (1999), an experimental method used by designers 
WR heOS WheP ´XQdeUVWaQd Whe SaUWicXOaUiWieVµ Rf XVeUV Rf digiWaO WechQRORgieV 
through creative interactions thaW fRcXV RQ ´iPSUeVViRQiVWic accRXQWVµ (1999, 5) of 
their beliefs, desires and speculations. Instead of using formal-looking 
TXeVWiRQQaiUeV WhaW Pake UeVeaUcheUV VeeP Oike ´dRcWRUV diagQRViQg XVeU 
SURbOePVµ, a W\SicaO cXOWXUaO SURbe Sack RfWeQ iQcOXdeV ´fXQµ iWePV Oike SRVWcaUdV, 
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PaUkeUV, PaSV aQd caPeUaV WhaW aVk XVeUV WR VhaUe ´XQe[SecWed ideaVµ RYeU WiPe 
(Gaver, Dunne, and Pacenti 1999, 1). While my own questionnaires did not include 
these materials because I needed them to be returned quickly during events, they 
ZeUe cRQVWUXcWed ZiWh a ´deOibeUaWe Oack Rf SUeciVeQeVVµ (Gaver, Dunne, and 
Pacenti 1999, 5) that focused on the imaginative and the playful, such as asking 
ZhaW Whe SaUWiciSaQW·V QaPe ZRXOd be if Whe\ ZeUe a ¶VSace-VSiUiW· ZhR iQhabiWed 
the space (Vee Whe ¶SSacehackeU· acWiRQ UeVeaUch iQWeUYeQWiRQ beORZ fRU PRUe RQ 
this). I also encouraged participants to sketch, act out or discuss answers instead of 
responding in writing if they wanted to. 
 
While the questionnaires provided me with an on-the-go tactic to build an 
XQdeUVWaQdiQg Rf Whe ´ePRWiRQaO aPbieQceµ (POaQW 2002) Rf WhiV gURXS, Whe\ aOVR 
caused tension due to the fact that all three of the institutions I worked with 
already handed out their own questionnaires during events. At the Samsung 
Centre and the Reading Room in particular, some staff expressed the worry that 
my version might duplicate their efforts. So, we arrived at a compromise: I would 
be able to read, but not record, institutional questionnaires where applicable, and 
hand out my own questionnaires during the events that I myself planned or 
facilitated. This allowed me to draw spontaneous and of-the-moment insights from 
the 50 individuals who participated across the field sites, many of whom had just 
engaged with the spaces for the first time, but it also meant that I handed out far 
less questionnaires than I might have otherwise. 
 
Action research  
 
The last method I used for data collection in addition to the above three primarily 
observational tactics was creative practice as a form of action research. As 
described earlier in this chapter, the action research process is focused on critical 
iQWeUYeQWiRQV WhaW SURdXce ´ZRUWhZhiOe SXUSRVeVµ (Reason and Bradbury 2001, 2) 
in partnership with participants. During the course of fieldwork, I launched four 
interventions that took the form of creative practice and transformed my role from 
observer to co-cUeaWRU: ¶DigiWaO SWXdiR RePi[· aQd ¶SSacehackeU· aW Whe Ta\ORU 
DigiWaO SWXdiR, ¶SSecXOaWiYe UQiYeUVeV· aW Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP, aQd ¶AUW:WRUk· aW 
Tate Exchange. I will now describe each project and how it employed creative 
practice as a form of collaborative data collection.  
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Digital Studio Remix 
 
 
Fig.1: The Digital Studio Remix website. Photo by author, 2018, CC-BY. 
 
Digital Studio Remix45 was a website that I designed in 2016 in collaboration with 
the managers of the Taylor Digital Studio at Tate Britain as thiV VWXd\·V first 
action research intervention. It was created to provide Studio managers with a 
living archive of key activities that had happened in the space, something they had 
been wanting for a long time but had not previously had the resources to produce. 
Because of my ability to design digital interactions like websites, I felt it was 
something I could offer them which could also provide me with a useful method for 
gathering data on events. 
 
The process of collaboration began with a series of planning sessions with members 
of the Tate digital learning team (who will be introduced in the Tate chapter of this 
thesis), where we decided that the archive website launch would feature 35 of the 
Ta\ORU DigiWaO SWXdiR·V PRVW iPSacWfXO eYeQWV ViQce iW had RSeQed. We SOaQQed fRU 
the shortlist of these events to be drawn up by myself in partnership with Studio 
manager Luca Damiani, at which time I would gather additional first-person 
 
45 Site located, and updated regularly by Tate staff, at http://digitalstudioremix.tumblr.com. 
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accounts and media from facilitators, staff and other collaborators who had been 
involved in planning each event.  
 
I chose to design the website on the Tumblr46 platform, due to my experience of it 
providing good back-end usability as a group blogging interface that allowed site 
content to be hosted for free on its servers. I included additional functions that 
would make it easier for future users of the website to tag, submit and edit new 
events, with the thought being that the website could be regularly updated not only 
by event facilitators but also by users, with new posts moderated by associated 
Tate staff. I then worked with TaWe·V DigiWaO LeaUQiQg WeaP to gather the necessary 
data for the 35 featured events, from staff training workshops to public pop-ups. 
This necessitated a 6-month process of identifying and then getting in touch with 
more than 50 individuals across Tate and beyond who had been involved in the 
events, and asking each of them for event links, media, and personal reflections. 
 
As I will describe in the Tate chapter of this thesis, this process became essential to 
the research because it gave me a deep knowledge of how the Taylor Digital Studio 
interacted with the Tate as an institution, and also the opportunity to get to know 
PaQ\ Rf Whe SWXdiR·V PRVW YaOXabOe cROOabRUaWRUV ZhR had heOSed eQYiViRQ aQd 
produce the space through their relations, 21 of whom later became interviewees in 
this study. After bringing together this data, I designed the website, populated it 
with the content I had gathered, and worked with Studio managers to launch the 
website to the public in late 2016. At the time of writing in 2019, it continues to be 
updated b\ Whe SWXdiR·V cXUUeQW PaQageUV WR showcase the events that have 
occurred in the space. 
 
Spacehacker 
 
 
46 Located at http://space-hacker.tumblr.com  
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Fig. 2: Masks made by participants of Spacehacker. Photo by author, 2018, CC-BY. 
 
The second action research intervention I planned in collaboration with the Taylor 
DigiWaO SWXdiR ZaV a cUeaWiYe e[SeUiPeQW iQ SaUWiciSaWiRQ caOOed ¶SSacehackeU,· 
Zhich ZaV faciOiWaWed aV SaUW Rf Whe ¶DigiWaO AUWiVW ShRZ aQd TeOO· ZRUkVhRS RQ 
October 10-11, 2016. This workshop featured two days of public lectures, 
discussions and hands-on activities facilitated by artists who were featured in the 
aQQXaO ¶MR]E[47· e[hibiW RQ aUW aQd VRcieW\ WhaW ZaV cXUaWed b\ TaWe aQd V&A aW 
the 2016 Mozilla Festival each year. I was asked by Studio managers to join them 
as a facilitator, with the thought being that I could use the activity I launched as a 
method for gathering research. Because I wanted to inspire participants to discuss 
conditions of ownership, power and access at the Studio, I chose to work again with 
the cultural probes method (Gaver, Dunne, and Pacenti 1999) by organising a set of 
cUeaWiYe aQd SOa\fXO acWiYiWieV caOOed ¶SSacehackeU·.  
 
The core of the Spacehacker intervention was a mask-making workshop, where I 
asked participants to imagine themselYeV aV ¶VSace VSiUiWV· Rf Whe SWXdiR (aV I had 
in the questionnaires above) by creating their own spirit mask using a variety of 
craft materials. I set up a table near the entrance of the Studio, and covered it with 
a variety of materials including markers, pens, confetti and scrap paper. I 
 
47 Located at https://issuu.com/mozfest/docs/mozex  
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distributed blank masks which had been digitally remixed from an open access 
vector file and asked participants to use the masks to recreate themselves as a 
¶VSace VSiUiW·. We WheQ UefOecWed WRgeWheU RQ Whe e[SeUieQceV Rf their spirit through 
a handout which used a set of playful prompts to inspire them to reflect on the 
space and its interactions. Finally, I took a photo of each participant inhabiting 
their favourite part of the room and posted the photos to an online gallery48 I had 
created which represented each spirit.  
 
SSacehackeU·V cR-creation process allowed me to discuss my initial research 
concepts with 35 collaborators, many of whom were members of the public 
unassociated with the Studio, in an informal way. It also served as a useful 
prototype49 for the questionnaires that I would later create to gather on-the-go 
insight from participants during public events, while allowing me to not only 
observe, but also become a part of, the process of organising a public event in the 
Taylor Digital Studio for the first time.   
 
Speculative Universes 
 
¶SSecXOaWiYe UQiYeUVeV· ZaV a WZR-session digital making workshop on March 19th, 
2017 that I was invited to plan in collaboration with managers of the Samsung 
Digital Discovery Centre at the British Museum. Because it was part of the British 
MXVeXP·V UegXOaU ¶FXWXUe MakeUV· VeUieV fRU faPiOieV WhaW haSSeQed RQ ZeekeQdV, 
the workshop needed to combine an experimental use of Samsung digital 
technologies with creative making practices applicable to a wide range of ages. It 
aOVR had WR UeOaWe WR Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V feaWXUed e[hibiW RQ WUadiWiRQaO aQd 
contemporary Korean pottery.  
 
In order to combine these topics, I proposed a workshop plan that would use a 
speculative design50 approach to combine science fiction concepts with hands-on 
making and training in open source app usage51. I worked from Wakkary et al 
(2015, 97)·V cRQceSW Rf ¶PaWeUiaO VSecXOaWiRQ· aV a PeWhRd WR ´TXeVWiRQ Whe SRVVibOeµ 
by deploying everyday physical artifacts as sites of critical inquiry through future-
 
48 Gallery located at http://space-hacker.tumblr.com 
49 A preliminary visual model used to help develop a design or product.  
50 SSecXOaWiYe deVigQ XVeV fXWXUiQg WR ´cUeaWe QRW RQO\ WhiQgV bXW ideaVµ (Dunne and Raby 2013, 4).  
51 Plan located at http://bit.ly/SpecUniverses  
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oriented design. The plan was approved by Discovery Centre managers, and 
together we built a script for the two sessions that would be given to the Weekend 
Teachers (to be discussed more in the British Museum chapter) who specialised in 
facilitating sessions for families. Thus, while I intervened in the curriculum for the 
sessions, I played an observational role when they were executed, which allowed 
me to take photos and notes more easily. 
 
To begin each session, the facilitators started by playing a video about the recently-
discovered TRAPPIST-1 planetary system, and then asked participants to imagine 
themselves as aliens who were living one on the seven planets that orbited it, and 
who had just landed on Earth to behold its pottery for the first time. After touring 
the Korean pottery exhibit with alien perspectives in mind and using Samsung 
tablets to take photos and notes, the participants returned to the Samsung Centre 
WR cUeaWe WheiU RZQ ¶aOieQ· YeUViRQV Rf aUWZRUkV fURP Whe cROOecWiRQ XViQg a diverse 
array of craft materials, clay, collages and digital tools, visualising what a new 
kind of pottery might look like if it was created by someone from a parallel 
universe. As the final step of each session, the participants were asked to find a 
Za\ WR ¶e[hibiW· WheiU aUWZRUkV WRgeWheU aV a digiWaO e[hibiW, XViQg SURjecWRUV, RSeQ 
source glitching apps and digital storytelling methods to show how their parallel 
universe creations were connected. The result was a co-created PXOWiPedia ¶aOieQ 
aUWZRUk· that had been built collaboratively by all. 
 
As I will discuss in further depth in the British Museum chapter of this thesis, the 
process of planning Speculative Universes allowed me to build an understanding of 
the internal systems used to programme the Samsung Centre, and also the 
importance of both the feedback of regular users and the influence of British 
Museum deliverables. It also gave me the opportunity to observe two sessions I 
myself had envisioned, giving me a behind-the-scenes understanding of how the 
Centre was articulated as a space. 
 
Art:Work 
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Fig.3: Users add to the concepts board during Art:Work. Photo by author, 2016, CC-BY. 
 
 
Fig.4: Users work on flow maps of Tate Exchange at Art:Work. Photo by author, 2016, CC-BY. 
 
The last action research intervention that I was involved in planning (and this 
WiPe, aOVR heOSed faciOiWaWe) ZaV ¶AUW:WRUk·, a Zeek Rf haQdV-on public activities at 
the Tate Exchange space at Tate Modern in October of 2017 aimed at exploring 
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´Whe SRZeU aQd SROiWicV Rf PakiQg iQ Whe age Rf digiWaO OabRXUµ (TaWe 2017a)52. I was 
asked to help organise the Art:Work week by TaWe·V Digital Learning Convener and 
team as part of their practice of co-devising events through interdisciplinary 
creative ecologies. In practice, this meant that I worked with collective of artists, 
researchers, designers and musicians WR eQYiViRQ Whe Zeek·V activities. The 
finalised programming focused on demystifying digital technologies by engaging 
participants in hands-on making and tinkering, from programming their working 
weeks onto a set of vintage knitting machines with the artist Sam Meech to 
engaging iQ a ¶daWa deWR[· Rf WheiU deYiceV ZiWh Whe TacWicaO TechQRORg\ CROOecWiYe.  
 
As part of this collaboration, I worked with the designer John Philip Sage and the 
Digital Learning team to plan a set of hands-on research exercises that would ask 
participants to creatively reflect on their own interactions with the space of the 
Tate Exchange during the week.  The space had been partitioned into activity 
zones based on how we thought participants might want to flow through it; an 
¶RSeQ VRXUce· cRUQeU, fRU e[aPSle, had couches and a small library of reading 
PaWeUiaOV RQ PakiQg, hackiQg aQd cUafW; iQ Whe ¶VQeakeUZaUe· ]RQe, PeaQZhiOe, 
participants were invited to experiment with audio glitching and remixing tools 
alongside the artist Gary Stewart. In order to build a better understanding of how 
participants moved through these spaces, and how they felt about their 
interactions with them, we created two exercises aimed at inspiring reflection.  
 
In the first exercise, we provided prompts on an empty blackboard we called a 
¶cRQceSWV bRaUd· aQd SURYided eYeQW SaUWiciSaQWV ZiWh chaOk aQd SRVW-it notes, 
asking them to discuss their thoughts on the topics that had been posed by the 
activities they had done elsewhere in the room which addressed issues related to 
digital arW, PakiQg aQd OabRXU. Like iQ ¶SSecXOaWiYe UQiYeUVeV·, I eQcRXUaged 
participants to find connections between their reflections to incite conversations 
between them. By the end of the week, the concepts board was filled with a rich 
and assorted set of ideas, sketches and opinions. 
 
The VecRQd e[eUciVe iQYROYed a ¶fORZ map· (Fig.4) that asked participants to map 
out their own pathways through the different zones of the Tate Exchange space 
 
52 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-modern/tate-exchange/workshop/artwork  
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during the event, reflecting on which areas they lingered in and why. We again 
encouraged connection between their reflections by asking them to hang their 
diagrams on the wall for others to comment on and add to. This also allowed us to 
create a composite map of the space for the use of Tate Exchange facilitators which 
examined how different groups and individuals had interacted with the Tate 
Exchange at different times of the week.   
 
The Art:Work intervention became a formative part of my research process because 
it helped me build an understanding of how user perceptions affected how the 
spaces of both the Taylor Digital Studio and the Tate Exchange were enacted. It 
also gave me the opportunity to view Tate Exchange as a complimentary field site 
fRU ¶WePSRUaU\ WechQR-VRciaO gaWheUiQgV· (Braybrooke, Damiani, and Philip Sage 
2018) to the space of the Digital Studio for the first time, a relationship I would not 
have been able to observe had I not been based at the Tate Modern during the 
planning and delivery of the event. The process of conducting both observational 
(participant observation, interviews, questionnaires) and creative interventions 
also gave me the chance to engage with the field sites of this study not only as a 
researcher, but also as organiser, facilitator and co-designer. This gave me a 
kQRZOedge QRW RQO\ Rf hRZ Whe ¶SXbOic· Vide Rf Whe VSaceV ZRUked, bXW aOVR hRZ WheiU 
more intimate back-stage relations were negotiated. In the next section, I will 
discuss why each field site was chosen for this study. 
 
4.5 Field sites and participant selection 
 
In this section, I will discuss my process of selecting field sites and participants for 
this project. To prepare for fieldwork in the autumn of 2015, I started with desk-
based research to build insight on the current status of sites for digital making and 
learning (which I was not yet thinking of as collections makerspaces) within 
institutions in the U.K. while getting an idea of how the field was distributed 
globally by visiting many other kinds of fourth-wave makerspaces associated with 
institutions outside of the U.K. and interacting with them informally. These 
included Hangar.org, a cultural centre and media lab in Barcelona that had 
retained its associations with hacker communities since being opened in 1997 by 
the Association of Visual Artists of Catalonia; the Gearbox open hardware 
hackspace in Nairobi that had been opened by the African innovation lab iHub; 
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AaOWR UQiYeUViW\·V RSeQ acceVV FabOab iQ HeOViQki; aQd Whe RaiQbRZ RRRP 
workshop space situated inside the ArtScience Museum in Singapore. I also 
accepted an offer in March 2018 to join Living Research53, a two-week British 
Council delegation of eight makers and acadePicV WR CheQgdX aQd Xi·aQ iQ ChiQa. 
This included the investigation of 40 different kinds of making and craft spaces 
across both cities.  
 
These varied engagements helped me understand the value of focusing on spaces 
for making that were situated within cultural institutions in particular. My 
decision was also precipitated by the release of a set of public datasets in the U.K. 
between 2012-2014 which, as I discuss in the introduction to this thesis, suggested 
WhaW ZhiOe YiViWV WR LRQdRQ·V PXVeXPV aQd gaOOeUieV had iQcUeaVed b\ a VPaOO 
margin, there still remained a strong causal correlation between sustained 
participation in 'high' culture in the city and socioeconomic status (DCMS 2016; 
Department for Culture, Media & Sport 2013; Trust for London 2012). This 
motivated me to want to explore the political economies of London-based museums 
specifically, and the circumstances that had led to them opening the ciW\·V first 
collections makerspaces, which I had started to loosely define at the time as 
makerspaces which worked in some way with a distinct cultural collection.  
At the time, there were only four such sites in London which fit this criteria: The 
Sackler Centre for Arts Education in the V&A Museum (which was being 
renovated at the time), the Taylor Digital Studio in the Tate Britain, the Samsung 
Digital Discovery Centre in the British Museum, and the Reading Room in the 
Wellcome Collection.  
 
After encouraging meetings with Tate, British Museum and Wellcome Collection 
staff, I was provided research access to their spaces, and these became the primary 
field sites of this thesis. In September 2016, the Tate Exchange space opened on 
the new 5th floor of Tate Modern as a new experiment in hands-on public 
participation, and as its facilitators also seemed to loosely situate their activities 
around a cultural collection (in this case, the contemporary and modern art of the 
Tate Modern itself, along with other prominent artworks that were in the public 
domain) it also fit my selection criteria, which gave me the opportunity to examine 
 
53 
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an additional field site in the Tate family alongside the space of the Taylor Digital 
Studio. Engaging with these four field sites also enabled me to observe digitally-
mediated interactions with four different kinds of cultural collections. While Tate·V 
collections are focused on fine art, in particular modern and contemporary art and 
the QaWiRQ·V collection of British art from 1500 onward, the British Museum 
collection historicises art and cultural works from around the world, and the 
Wellcome Collection focuses on works that are related to health and medicine.  
 
My cUiWeUia fRU VeOecWiQg Whe VWXd\·V SUiPaU\ SaUWiciSaQWs, meanwhile, was in large 
part determined by the level of access I was provided to each field site, and the 
informal relationships I was able to build with those who were involved with it. I 
chose to focus in particular on the experiences of two groups of actors who seemed 
to be iQWegUaO WR Whe SURdXcWiRQ Rf each VSace. The fiUVW gURXS, ¶faciOiWaWRUV·, UefeUV WR 
the individuals I engaged with during fieldwork who had either helped envision the 
space, or who cited feeling some sense of ownership over how others experienced it. 
This group included museum staff associated with the space, site managers, and 
e[WeUQaO Said RU XQSaid cROOabRUaWRUV. The VecRQd gURXS, ¶XVeUV·, UefeUV WR Whe 
individuals I interacted with who engaged with the spaces as participants, on 
either a regular or irregular basis. By virtue of their material engagement, they 
can be understood as PRUe WhaQ jXVW ¶SaVViYe· cRQVXPeUV; iQVWead, aV Whe OaZ 
scholar Yochai Benkler has described when discussing users of peer production 
communities, they are "substantially more engaged participants, both in defining 
the terms of their productive activity and in defining what they consume and how 
they consume it" (2007, 139). This group was also made up of museum staff, 
external collaborators and members of the public. It is important to point out that 
these categories were also flexible, with many individuals performing the roles of 
facilitator and user depending on the occasion. 
 
While my relationships with facilitators and users typically began organically 
while I was handing out questionnaires or participant-observing the field sites, for 
example while we were making something together during a public workshop, 
UecUXiWiQg ¶e[SeUW· members of these groups for research interviews turned out to be 
no easy task. A few of the 45 individuals whom I ended up interviewing were 
people whom I had already encountered during time spent together in the spaces. 
The majority, however, were much harder for me to access, often as a result of their 
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institutional affiliations and the lack of trust they felt towards engaging with 
external researchers. This meant that securing an interview sometimes required 
over a year of internal introductions, rounds of emails and initial meetings before a 
date for the final recorded interview was agreed upon. Indeed, this study would 
have very little interview data at all had it not been for a few staff at each field site 
who believed in the research, helped me gain access to the necessary parts of their 
host institutions when I needed it, and introduced me to colleagues who they felt 
would have useful insights about the field site to share.  
 
To keep track of these encounters, I kept a log of the affiliations of interview 
candidates (see a sample network diagram of this below in Fig. 5) and tried to 
ensure I was able to interview a diverse cross-section of ¶e[SeUW· institutional staff 
and external collaborators who had engaged with each space. I specifically 
requested to be introduced to A/V teams, for example, because I felt that their 
technical perspectives on the affordances of the spaces would be a useful addition 
to those of digital learning and curatorial staff. I also asked to be introduced to 
external collaborators where possible for the same reason. 
 
 
Fig. 5: Network map of informants at each site who provided the study with its core 
research data. The nodes specify the museums, spaces and categories of collaborators. 
These included ¶site staff· directl\ affiliated Zith the site, ¶site associates· Zho facilitated 
the site but were not hired to manage it, and ¶site Xsers· Zho were typically members of the 
public. Available as an interactive visualisation on Graph Commons at http://bit.ly/netmap1    
 
4.6 Positionality and power relations 
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I will now examine my own positionality in this study, and how it has affected 
issues of power, objectivity and bias. In order to maintain a critically reflexive 
understanding of my own complicity in the practices of domination that been 
involved in the construction of this research project, I want to begin this section 
with an acknowledgment that my own relationship with the intersectional 
stratifications of class, gender and ethnicity (Simons 2010) is inevitably implicit in 
the ways that I have examined the systems of power that produce space. For 
example, by exploring how the maintenance of multiple categories of difference has 
led to cultural privileges for some social groups over others, and then trying to 
address some of the ways that staff at cultural institutions are trying to challenge 
that, I tried to resist proliferating dominant discourses about how museums work, 
and how people are meant to interact with them.  
 
I am cognisant, however, that in attempting to do so, I have nevertheless 
disseminated other discourses which accompany my personal background as a 
UeVeaUcheU ZhR iQhabiWV Whe dXaO VXbjecWiYiW\ Rf ´iQVideU/RXWVideUµ (Mutua and 
Swadener 2004, 88) and therefore feels at once deeply involved in, yet at the same 
time situated outside of, her field of research ² as the tours I was able to engage in 
at various other kinds of makerspaces around the world illustrate. As I explained 
in the Foreword to this thesis, I was loosely involved with the Tate Taylor Digital 
Studio from the beginning of the project because I first encountered it while I was 
still working as a digital practitioner for the Mozilla Foundation. These relations 
led me to ask one of its managers, Rebecca Sinker, to become my third doctoral 
supervisor, which enabled me to get access to behind-the-scenes spaces (like staff 
cafeterias) and other resources (like doctoral researcher networking sessions) 
during my time conducting fieldwork at Tate. 
 
One of the ways I have tried to negotiate this bias has been by working from the 
situated knowledges perspective discussed in section 4.2 of this chapter (Haraway 
1988). This has involved an honest rendering of my epistemic proximity as 
insider/outsider, and a rejection of the guise of objectivity that would help me claim 
that I am not personally involved in the research. As the anthropologist Gwendolyn 
Mikell has asserted, sometimes this closeness can actually enhance the reach of an 
ethnographic study, because the most effective researcher may be "the one who 
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ha[s] an element of commonality with the people being studied" (1982, 218). 
However, this also means that I was implicated in the field sites I studied, both as 
a participant within the webs of actors who facilitated them, and as a researcher 
studying those interactions. 
 
This means that there is a unique set of moral challenges to be addressed in 
relation to the mXOWiSOe SRZeU d\QaPicV WhaW caQ ePeUge beWZeeQ a VWXd\·V 
researcher and its participants. Institutional ethnographer Dorothy Smith has 
diVcXVVed WheVe d\QaPicV aV aQ ´iPbaOaQce, WhaW iV WiOWed iQ Whe diUecWiRQ Rf Whe 
researcher, but is mediated to some extent by the expertise of the informant, and 
Whe cRQcRPiWaQW igQRUaQce Rf Whe UeVeaUcheUµ (D. E. Smith 2005, 139). As a 
participant, the researcher is subject to the same power struggles, hierarchies and 
ideologies experienced by informants ² but they are also able to position 
themselves in a space of separation, shielded from these concerns by their 
intellectual interest. I have tried to remain conscious of these positionalities and 
their limitations with regards to our subjectivities as collaborators. 
 
These stratifications can also be witnessed in the reflections of the VWXd\·V 
interview participants, who by no means represent the common experiences of 
WhRVe ZhR iQWeUacW ZiWh cROOecWiRQV PakeUVSaceV becaXVe aV ¶e[SeUWV· Whe\ WRR aUe 
privileged actors in museums. Their associations with the field sites carry their 
own multitudes ² loyalties, omissions and oversights. They, like myself, have left 
holes in the narrative. In recognising these biases inherent in our shared 
constructions of knowledge, I have thus tried to avoid presenting the study and its 
context as universal. By engaging with the observational/active and 
insider/outsider roles discussed in this chapter, I have instead tried to use my 
privileged position to enable the kinds of deep collaborations that the geographers 
J.K. Gibson-Graham have spoken of when they call for research which helps foster 
new kinds of ´RSeQiQgV [WhaW] SURYide a VSace Rf fUeedRP aQd SRVVibiOiW\µ (2008, 
618) by engaging in a critical, participatory and highly contextual engagement.  
 
4.7 Ethical considerations 
 
As I have discussed above, issues of positionality, access and power are implicit in 
a research project of this kind, especially when the researcher is embedded in the 
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fieOd aQd fRUgeV cORVe UeOaWiRQVhiSV ZiWh Whe VWXd\·V SaUWiciSaQWV. ThiV Pade iW 
especially important to ensure that the dual roles I played as observer and co-
creator did not compromise my maintenance of an ethical relationship with field 
sites and participants. 
 
Before I started my fieldwork, Whe SURjecW ZeQW WhURXgh Whe UQiYeUViW\ Rf SXVVe[·V 
ethical review process, and I was granted two certificates of ethical approval 
(references ER/KB359/1 and ER/KB359/2) from the Social Sciences and Arts Cross-
school Research Ethics Committee (SSARTS C-REC)54. In line with their 
recommendations, I always sought to share an information sheet (see Appendix 2) 
with everyone I interacted with during my time as researcher-in-residence, which 
explained the nature of my research and how the data I collected would be used. 
Interview participants were also given a consent form (also at Appendix 2) to sign 
which specified the amount of confidentiality and anonymity they required, and 
explained that they would be free to withdraw from the project at any time, while 
also stating that the research would be published publicly.  
 
While the site users I interacted with during the study have all been left 
anonymous by default, in some cases I included names and professional affiliations 
of interview participants where it was deemed useful in the analysis, and where 
they had provided consent to do so. Mark Israel and Iain Hay have discussed a 
YaUieW\ Rf ViWXaWiRQV ZheUe iW caQ be ´iQaSSURSUiaWeµ WR RffeU cRQfideQWiaOiW\, fRU 
example with participants who are discussing their public work within a 
community (2006, 79). In many cases, my decision to include names and titles 
under these conditions allowed the study to highlight the richness of their personal 
relationships to the spaces under examination. 
 
However, because I also did not want the study to negatively affect the professional 
image of any of its participants, I also used my own discretion in providing them 
with anonymity regarding their more critical reflections, for example opinions on 
colleagues, field sites or host institutions. Social scientist Kari Lancaster (2017) 
 
54 I applied for the second certificate of approval in January 2017 when it became clear that my 
interactions with publics at the British Museum and the Wellcome Collection might lead to me speaking to young 
people under the age of 18. In line with this, I undertook an enhanced DBS check and added a section to the 
VWXd\·V SaUWiciSaQW iQfR VheeW aQd cRQVeQW fRUPV fRU \RXQg SeRSOe. IQ Whe eQd, hRZeYeU, ZhiOe I had iQfRUPaO chaWV 
with families, I chose only to interview individuals who had been deeply involved in the field sites as facilitators. 
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haV deVcUibed hRZ Whe eOePeQWV WhaW Pake a Siece Rf UeVeaUch ¶VeQViWiYe· aUe deeSO\ 
contextual, and must be subject to constant reflection and re-evaluation from the 
researcher. IQ each caVe ZheUe I PaVked a SaUWiciSaQW·V QaPe aQd affiOiaWiRQ, I 
applied a pseudonym that involved Whe WeUP ´AQRQ\PRXVµ VR WhaW iW was clear their 
identity had been omitted.  
 
The ways that this anonymity actually worked in practice, however, differed based 
on the circumstances of each field site and its host institution. In the British 
Museum chapter, I masked the names, genders and titles of all 10 of the 
individuals that I had interviewed entirely, referring to each of WheP aV ¶PaQageU·, 
¶faciOiWaWRU· RU ¶cROOabRUaWRU· accRUdiQg WR WheiU UeOaWiRQV ZiWh Whe VSace (Vee 
Appendix 1.2). In the Tate and Wellcome Collection chapters, I used full names and 
titles only where applicable and where permission had been provided, and 
otherwise anonymised the personal details of participants. It is also important to 
point out here that in the case of all three field sites, those who were also members 
of institutional staff shared their thoughts in a personal capacity, and did not try to 
represent the views of their employer in any official way.  
 
B\ ´eUUiQg RQ Whe Vide Rf SURWecWiQg SaUWiciSaQWV fURP [«] haUPµ (Lancaster 2017, 
100), I attempted to both allow for the richness of context provided by occasionally 
sharing the backgrounds of interview participants where it was helpful, while also 
ensuring that their anonymity was maintained where more sensitive insights had 
been made.  
 
4.8 Data analysis process 
 
My approach to data analysis, like the rest of this research project, engaged with 
methods derived from ethnographic and action research methodologies. In line 
with my triangulation of the epistemological stances provided by the fields of 
cultural studies, anthropology, STS and cultural geography, meanwhile, the data 
was organised according to my focus on certain themes that address discourses of 
power, the social construction of language and tools, and the spatial organisation of 
social relations.  
 
The data that I gathered during the fieldwork process included the following:  
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Ő Field notes from participant observation and action research interventions, 
taken during and after interactions, which took the form of handwritten 
notes in a notebook which explored my experiences, thoughts and 
conversations, which were later typed and organised thematically in a Word 
document;  
Ő Interview data, in the form of audio recordings and transcripts;  
Ő Questionnaire results, uploaded as images and encoded into NVivo; 
Ő Photographs of the spaces during events and quiet periods. 
 
The data analysis process itself began once my fieldwork notes, action research 
interventions and user questionnaires started to pile up, leading me to realise that 
it would not be enough to simply place this data in a document and expect it to 
come alive on its own. Action researcher Patrick Costello has explained how "there 
is a close relationship between the collection of action research data and its 
analysis" (2003, 60). In the case of interventions like the Digital Studio Remix 
archival website, my action research method also became its own useful data 
collection method, and gave me the chance to learn which interactions had been of 
most value to Digital Studio facilitators.  
 
For other data such as fieldwork notes and user questionnaires, I adopted a 
framework suggested by action researcher Christine Macintyre for analysing 
diverse qualitative data: First, she suggests following themes, or "the consistent 
ideas that emerged"; second, "how often something occurred", such as the repetition 
of similar replies in a questionnaire; third, patterns or "the timing of occurrences" 
and how they are clustered; and fourth, trends or "the frequency of patterns" (2000 
p 91). After each notable interaction with a field site, I typed my handwritten 
notes, and uploaded any site user questionnaires (as images, because some 
questionnaires had drawings and sketches on them instead of words) to a Word 
document so that I could start to organise their reflections according to coalescing 
WhePeV, fRU e[aPSOe ´diVcXVViRQV Rf SRZeUµ, ´cUeaWiYe e[SORUaWiRQVµ aQd ´feedback 
RQ hRZ ViWe cRXOd ZRUk beWWeUµ. ThiV SURceVV aOORZed Pe WR VWaUW WR SXOO RXW Whe fiUVW 
patterns that seemed to be emerging in the data.   
 
Meanwhile, while I did not attempt to undertake a full discourse analysis (Adams 
2017; Foucault 1981; Hall 1973), I did pay specific attention to instances where 
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language expressed institutional processes and knowledges, and moments where 
subjectivities seemed to have been either constructed through those knowledges, or 
resistant to them (Pickering 2008). Drawing from an institutional ethnographic 
framework, I also looked for the ways that institutional texts were reified and 
situated in context to the relations they precipitated, and how these discourses 
seemed to be disseminated through conversation (Tummons 2017, 150). For 
example, I looked at the ways that interview participants discussed the 
hierarchization of different kinds of staff roles, and the ways that the users of field 
sites portrayed their own relationships to host institutions. I then highlighted 
these themes and areas of frequency in the fieldwork notes document, and drew 
upon them in greater detail during the interviews. 
 
The analysis of interviews ended up being the biggest job out of all the data 
gathered. The interviews resulted in over 65 hours of audio recordings, each of 
which needed to be transcribed. Despite their length, I chose to hand-transcribe 
each of them so that I could reacquaint myself with each conversation while 
highlighting key areas of to explore further as they came up. I also learned how to 
work with the data analysis software NVivo to organise transcriptions alongside 
the field notes, photos and action research interventions that I had already started 
to organise in the Word document (see Fig. 8). After combining this data, I encoded 
all outputs into 30 cross-cXWWiQg WhePeV Zhich UaQged fURP ´SeUceSWiRQV Rf ZRUk 
UROeµ WR ´ViWe dePRgUaShicVµ aQd ´hRZ ViWe cRPSaUeV WR RWheU ViWeVµ, aSSO\iQg a 
similarity approach to the text and images that helped me organise data into a 
loosely-defiQed caWegRUicaO VWUXcWXUe WhURXgh a SURceVV Rf ´decRQWe[WXaOiViQg aQd 
UecRQWe[WXaOiViQgµ iW (Maxwell and Miller 2008, 468).  
 
This process allowed me to start to build an understanding of the core concepts 
that were emerging from the conversations, action research interventions and 
interviews, and helped me identify which areas of inquiry required further 
exploration in subsequent interventions and interviews. I learned, for example, 
that the conversations I was having with site facilitators kept coming back to 
explorations of how their own subjectivities and relationships to host institutions 
were evolving by virtue of their interactions with the field sites. 
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Fig. 6: A sample node frequency query from NVivo which visualises how many times the core 
themes encoded during the data analysis process have been mentioned across sites. 
 
4.9 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I have described the research methodology I employed for this 
project and my rationale for working with it. This is an important discussion, 
because the mixed-PeWhRd aSSURach Rf ´VRciaO e[SORUaWiRQ aQd SURWUacWed 
iQYeVWigaWiRQµ (Atkinson et al. 2007, 5) that I have adopted employs certain 
discursive mechanisms that have determined how I construct knowledges in this 
thesis based on my own subjectivity as its researcher. The chapter began with an 
examination of my epistemological stance, and the triangulation approach I 
utilised to combine theories and methods from across the disciplines of cultural 
studies, anthropology, STS and cultural geography. As illustrated in this chapter, 
this allowed this study to be enriched by the "multiple constructed realities" 
discussed by Seale (1999, 474) while also leading to it encountering many moments 
of complication, where I needed to forge a path through conflicting viewpoints to 
arrive at my own perspectives.  
 
I followed this by exploring my construction of a mixed-method approach as 
researcher-in-residence at each field site, where I combined ethnographic and 
action research methodologies to both observe the experiences of participants, and 
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also co-create new ones together. I discussed how my data collection methods of 
participant observation, interviews, questionnaires and creative practice as action 
research were constructed from these methodologies, and outlined my rationale for 
selecting field sites and participants according to criteria that reflected the 
evolutions of the field itself. I then examined how the inherent bias of my 
positionality as this study's researcher both reinforced and resisted certain power 
relations, and concluded with a discussion of how these concerns related to the 
VWXd\·V eWhicaO cRQVideUaWiRQV. HeUe, I WRRk a VSecific ORRk aW hRZ cRQfideQWiaOiW\ haV 
been negotiated regarding the 'expert' interviews of this study, and a summary of 
my data analysis process.  
 
It is important to emphasise here that this process has not produced unalienable 
¶UeVXOWV·, bXW iQVWead a reflection on one of many possible explorations of 
knowledges, the contours of which were constructed by my own methods of 
analysis. Thus, while I have arrived at certain conclusions regarding the themes, 
patterns and frequencies that I observed, I am also cRQVciRXV Rf CRVWeOOR·V SRiQW 
WhaW ´facWVµ Zhich ´aSSeaU WR ePeUge fURP [«] UeVeaUch QeYeU VSeak for 
WhePVeOYeVµ (2003, 61). Instead, they speak to the ways that the knowledges I have 
presented have been conceptualised, organised and disseminated according to the 
frameworks adopted by this thesis. Thus, my goal is WR UePaiQ iQ ´cUiWicaO, UefOe[iYe 
UeOaWiRQ WR RXU RZQ aV ZeOO aV RWheUV· SUacWiceV Rf dRPiQaWiRQµ (Haraway 1988, 579) 
by constructing new knowledges while conscious of their power. In the next three 
chapters, I will present my analysis of the data, starting with an exploration of the 
Samsung Digital Discovery Centre at the British Museum.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Samsung Digital Discovery Centre 
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5.1 Introduction 
 
“The idea of making and sharing is already a political one.µ 
  - David Gauntlett, 2013  
 
This chapter is the first of three to work with qualitative data from the 
ethnographic and action research of this project to analyse how the spaces of a 
specific field site are produced through their imaginaries, relations and practices. 
The site of invesWigaWiRQ e[aPiQed b\ WhiV chaSWeU iV Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V 
Samsung Digital Discovery Centre (referred to as the SDDC), a collections 
makerspace that at the time of observation was dependent on a partnership with 
an external technology company, Samsung Electronics.  
 
To examine how the space of the SDDC was produced as a sponsored centre of 
digital making and learning, I will explore its circumstances in this chapter 
through seven themes. First, I will examine the legacies of the British Museum, in 
particular its colonial history and its negotiations around some of its contested 
aUWefacWV. I ZiOO WheQ diVcXVV hRZ Whe PXVeXP·V effRUWV WR eQabOe ZideU SXbOic 
access to its vast collections have extended to corporate sponsorship, taking a look 
at Samsung's own philanthropic motivations in widening access, this time to its 
own suites of digital technologies. After introducing the SDDC, I will explore its 
technical affordances and programme, and provide a sampling of activities to 
illustrate how making-as-learning practices were employed on-site. I will then 
discuss my observations during the planning of Speculative Universes as a piece of 
action research in collaboration with SDDC facilitators. I will complete the chapter 
by exploring the particularities of the SDDC's power relations with Samsung, as 
compared to its relationship with its host institution. In conclusion, I will argue 
that it was QRW Whe SDDC·V SaUWQeUVhiS ZiWh SaPVXQg WhaW iQfOXeQced the contours 
of how it was produced, but instead the dominant discourses which were 
proliferated by the institutional apparatuses of the British Museum itself. 
 
5.2 British Museum history: Power through 
knowledge  
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Fig.1: Entrance to the British Museum in the 1800s (Wellcome Library 1853). 
 
The British Museum, grandfather of current-day heritage institutions, guardian of 
iPSeUiaOiVW ¶SRZeU/kQRZOedge· (FRXcaXOW aQd GRUdRQ 1980), ZaV Whe fiUVW QaWiRQaO 
public museum in the world. Its doors opened to the public in 1758, made possible 
from a donation of natural history artefacts offered to the British Parliament for 
£20,000 from the wealthy physician Sir Hans Sloane. Sloane had collected tens of 
thousands of curiosities through his travels and trading, and he wanted them to be 
situated within a museum that anyone, British or foreign, could browse for free. 
 
This being the first time a museum in the U.K. would be truly open to publics of all 
backgrounds, however, the founding trustees of the British Museum were at first 
sceptical about the inclusion of lower social classes ² especially servants, who 
´PighW RffeQdµ (CaYeQdiVh 2009, 3). SORaQe·V cRQceSW Rf RSeQ acceVV, WRR, ZaV 
conceived with the needs of aristocrats, scholars and dignitaries in mind, not 
necessarily those of the working classes (Boissoneault 2017). So, it was deemed 
only practical that Whe PXVeXP·V fiUVW SXbOic visitors would require pre-approval, 
and would also need to be escorted through the collections by museum officers 
instead of exploring freely (Cavendish 2009, 4). Despite these limitations, the 
museum accepted 12,000 visitors in its first years alone, many of them eager for a 
first look at the varied curiosities on offer, from a shoe made of human skin to 
classical Roman statues to Egyptian mummies. A hundred years later, the British 
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Museum and its OibUaU\ had becRPe a UegXOaU haXQW Rf VRPe Rf Whe ZRUOd·V PRVW 
famous thinkers including Virginia Woolf and Karl Marx; in 1907, Vladimir Lenin 
(ZhR RfWeQ XVed Whe faciOiWieV hiPVeOf XQdeU a SVeXdRQ\P) SURcOaiPed, ´LeW Pe WeOO 
you, there is no better libraU\ WhaQ Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXPµ (HeQdeUVRQ 2015, n.p.). 
 
AV Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V fRXQdeU, Sloane was in many ways a typical collector of 
his time. In Jamaica, he worked as a plantation doctor while collecting specimens 
such as skin and skulls from slaves (Delbourgo 2017). In the U.K., meanwhile, he 
was a prominent physician who was regularly consulted on matters of public 
health by the royal family. As discussed in Chapter 2, the connections between 
national museums, the slave trade and imperialist British hegemony during the 
Victorian era have already been widely examined (Delbourgo 2017; Bennett 2004; 
Hall 2005; Beurden 2018). SWXaUW HaOO iQ SaUWicXOaU haV VWaWed WhaW: ´The YeU\ 
QRWiRQ Rf ¶gUeaWQeVV· iQ GUeaW BUiWaiQ iV iQe[WUicabO\ bRXQd XS ZiWh iWV iPSeUiaO 
deVWiQ\ [«] fRU ceQWXUieV, iWV ZeaOWh ZaV XQdeUSiQQed, iWV XUbaQ deYeORSPeQW 
driven, its agriculture and industry revolutionized, its fortunes as a nation settled, 
its maritime and commercial hegemony secured, its thirst quenched, its teeth 
sweetened, its cloth spun, its food spiced, its carriages rubber-wheeled, its bodies 
adRUQed, WhURXgh Whe iPSeUiaO cRQQecWiRQµ (2005, 27).  
 
The BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V aVVRciaWiRQ ZiWh Whe fORZV Rf caSiWaO and cultural hegemony 
that reinforced the slave trade in particular, and its use of artefacts to reflect this, 
is an area of difficulty for the museum, as seen during the U.K. government's 
commemoration of the abolition of the slave trade on 25 March 2007 that saw 
museums across the U.K. hosting exhibits exploring the slave trade. The historian 
Kumie Inose (2015, 65) has discussed how the tone of these exhibits (including that 
of the British Museum) was highly political, telling a "British Story" instead of "an 
African Story" that portrayed abolitionism as a core part of British national 
identity, while omitting how abolitionism had also reinforced imperialism55. 
 
The BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V uses of artefacts acquired during periods of war, occupation 
and colonisation remain especially cRQWeQWiRXV. Eg\SW·V RRVeWWa SWRQe has been 
 
55 "We must be cautious... of what is forgotten when there is a close relationship between national identity 
and the creed of anti-slavery in Britain today", Inose adds, explaining how the abolitionist movement of the early 
1900s helped "justify the expansion of the British Empire in the late 19th and early 20th centuries" by channelling 
British superiority to other nations (2015, 63²65). 
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housed at the British Museum since 1802, when all treasures discovered by 
NaSROeRQ·V WURRSV ZeUe UeTXiUed WR be VXUUeQdeUed to the British as part of the 
Articles of Capitulation of Alexandria. Representatives of the Egyptian government 
have repeatedly asked for it to be returned since then, citing its removal as an act 
Rf ´SOXQdeUiQg b\ cRORQiaO RSSUeVVRUVµ (MiOPR 2009). IQ Uesponse, the museum 
stated that its collections must remain to fulfil its public purpose, but that it would 
´considerµ RWheU QaWiRQV· UeTXeVWV fRU ORaQV (BhaO 2009). IW haV ViQce PaiQWaiQed 
what Jos van Beurden (Beurden 2018, 73) refers to as a ´retentionistµ agenda with 
regards to retaining its artefacts at any cost, while omitting information in their 
presentations that acknowledges their contested colonial origins. 
 
¶A hiVWRU\ Rf Whe ZRUOd iQ 100 RbjecWV·, fRU e[aPSOe, iV aQ iQfOXeQWiaO 2010 e[hibiW 
built by the British Museum in partnership with BBC Radio 4, and its radio show, 
best-selling book and exhibits have been viewed by 1.8 million people around the 
world (British Museum 2018c). The bRRk·V deSicWiRQ Rf Whe aQcieQW VWaWXe Rf TœUœ 
from Sri Lanka, written by then-British Museum director Neil MacGregor, 
asserted WhaW ´QRWhiQg iV kQRZQ abRXW hRZ aQd ZheQ Whe VWaWXe ZaV fRXQd QRU hRZ 
iW caPeµ (MacGUegRU 2012, 298) to the museum, despite the historian Jeannette 
Greenfield having previously revealed that it had been presented to the British 
Museum in 1830 by the colonial soldier and governor of Ceylon, Sir Robert 
Brownrigg, and that it had been subsequently claimed by the Sri Lankan 
government in 1980, ZhR VWiOO cRQVideU iW ´ZaU bRRW\µ (BeXUdeQ 2018, 73; 
Kamardeen 2017; Greenfield 1996). While the BBC Radio 4 website has since been 
XSdaWed WR PeQWiRQ BURZQUigg·V iQYROYePeQW (BBC 2018), Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP 
website continued to omit it at the time of writing (British Museum 2018a). 
 
Despite (or perhaps, because of) what has been referred to as the BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V 
´ORRWiQg SURbOePµ Zhich makes it seem like a ´caWhedUaOµ Rf cRORQiaO SUacWice 
(Livingstone 2018), the museum attracted 5.9 million visitors in 2017 alone (ALVA 
2018, n.p.), keeping it the nation's top attraction for overseas visitors for the 11th 
year in a row. Its collections now include 8,000,000 objects, with the stated aim to 
´hROd fRU Whe beQefiW aQd edXcaWiRQ Rf hXPaQiW\ a cROOecWiRQ UeSUesentative of world 
cXOWXUeVµ (BUiWiVh MXVeXP 2018c, 4). MRVW Rf Whe collections are housed in immense 
storerooms underneath the streets of London, with 4 million artefacts available for 
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viewing on a web-based repository56. The British Museum lends more of its 
artefacts to other institutions than any other museum in the world. In the next 
section of this chapter, I will explore how the British Museum has worked to 
provide different groups with other modes of access to its collections.  
 
5.3 British Museum encounters Samsung 
Electronics 
 
The British Museum has a long history of facilitating both public and hidden rooms 
for working with its artefacts that utilise the latest technologies of the time. In 
World Wars I and II, many pieces in its collection were secretly stored in 
underground Tube and railway tunnels to preserve their vitality during air raids; 
later, the museum opened studios and wet rooms for conservators to engage with 
artefacts in its cavernous basements57. Since the launch of the U.K.·V fiUVW gUadXaWe 
course for museum conservation in the 1950s, British Museum scientists have also 
been global leaders in working with specialist equipment to treat, conserve, render, 
date, evaluate and duplicate objects and their production, from hospital X-
radiography machines to scanning electron microscopes (British Museum 2017a).  
 
While scientific research has always been a major priority for the British Museum, 
its innovations have not been limited to conservation alone. As a non-governmental 
public body which must still acquire funding for its projects, the museum bridges 
its gaps by increasingly focusing on endeavours to acquire funding for research and 
exhibitions from corporate sponsors, who range from Air Korea to Goldman Sachs. 
 
56 Located at https://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/search.aspx.  
57 ¶WeW URRPV· aUe YeQWiOaWed eQYiURQPeQWV cXVWRPiVed fRU cRQVeUYaWRUV WR iVROaWe VSiOOV aQd XVe QR[iRXs 
fXPeV. IQ 2015, PaQ\ VXch VSaceV ZeUe cRPbiQed WR OaXQch Whe PXVeXP·V WRUOd CRQVeUYaWiRQ aQd E[hibiWiRQV 
CeQWUe. IW iV Whe fiUVW WiPe iQ Whe PXVeXP·V hiVWRU\ WhaW cRQVeUYaWiRQ VWaff ZeUe abOe WR PaiQWaiQ aQd XSdaWe iWV 
artefacts in natural light. 
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Fig. 2: The British Museum Egyptian Room in the 1800s (Wellcome Collection 1844). 
 
 
Fig. 3: Students painting in the Egyptian Room (Portable Antiquities Scheme 2011).  
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Under a new Corporate Membership scheme launched in 2014, sponsoring 
companies were offered a variety of additional privileges, from behind-the-scenes 
acceVV WR e[hibiWV, WR e[cOXViYe RSSRUWXQiWieV WR ´eQWeUWaiQ cOieQWV aQd VWaffµ in the 
PXVeXP·V spaces outside of public access hours (British Museum 2015, 23).  
 
Corporate sponsorship does not only affect Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V UeVeaUch aQd 
collections departments, however. It also makes a difference to the focus of its 
public access, and the ways that it enables participation. As a result, its choice of 
sponsors can lead to conflict. An example is the continued interventions of activist 
groups like Shell Out Sound, who oppose the sponsorship of British Museum 
exhibits by companies who engage in unethical practices such as the oil provider 
BP, who they say uses cultural gifts WR SURjecW iWVeOf aV a ´gRRd cRUSRUaWe ciWi]eQµ 
(BXVb\ 2019). IQ 2014, SheOO OXW SRXQdV WRRk RYeU Whe PXVeXP·V GUeaW CRXUW aQd 
asked visitors to participate in a live 'BP VikiQg FXQeUaO' WR SURWeVW BP·V 
sponsorship Rf Whe PXVeXP·V 'VikiQgV: Life aQd LegeQd' exhibit (Serafini 2018). 
 
The BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V 2008 aQQXaO UeYieZ UeYeaOV a SaUWicXOaUO\ bXV\ \eaU iQ 
public engagement and sponsorship. From 2007 to 2008, 200,000 schoolchildren 
visited the museum, 25% of them from overseas (British Museum 2008, 27). The 
museum's learning department also redesigned its online resource packs on core 
areas of its curriculum such as Rome, Greece and Egypt, and its Paul Hamlyn 
Library saw 13,000 visitors per month. Meanwhile, various staff experiments with 
learning environments for creative participation had been occurring in a basement 
area underneath the Great Hall called the Clore Education Centre, which included 
arts and crafts studios, seminar rooms, the BP Lecture Theatre and the Ford 
Centre for Young Visitors. Around this time, a new space was added to the Clore 
Education basement in 2009 called the Samsung Digital Discovery Centre (SDDC). 
The launch of the SDDC was made possible through the confirmation of a 5-year 
partnership agreement with the Korean chaebol58 conglomerate Samsung 
EOecWURQicV, Whe ZRUOd·V OaUgeVW PakeU Rf PRbiOe ShRQeV ZiWh PRUe WhaQ 200 
regional subsidiaries (Velazco 2013), with the aim of collaboratively developing a 
suite of digital learning programmes for families and school children. 
 
 
58 Korean term for a family-run conglomerate company ² in the case of Samsung, this also includes LG 
and Hyundai. Many chaebols are currently in their third generation of wealth accumulation (Chun 2017). 
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This partnership is part of a wider global Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 
campaign on the part of Samsung to support educational needs by offering tailored 
packages of their products to institutions and schools along with the funding to 
support their use, a form of philanthrocapitalism (Littler 2015) that helps enact the 
cRPSaQ\·V cOaiP WhaW ´QR RWheU OeaUQiQg WRRO iV PRUe effecWiYe WhaQ WechQRORg\µ 
(Samsung 2017, n.p.). This mandate is executed through various kinds of digital 
OeaUQiQg VchePeV, VXch aV ¶SPaUW SchRROV· (ZheUe VXiWeV Rf SaPVXQg SURdXcWV aUe 
installed in 3,000 schools around the world, including a hospital-based Smart 
School for young medical patients in Taiwan59); ¶DigiWaO COaVVURRPV· (SaPVXQg 
products60 installed in 15 schools across the U.K.) and a mixture of funding and 
product donations aimed at other kinds of blended digital learning environments, 
VXch aV Whe ScieQce MXVeXP·V ¶DigiWaO Lab· aQd Whe VicWRUia aQd AObeUW MXVeXP·V 
¶MRbiOe SaPVXQg DigiWaO COaVVURRP·, Whe fiUVW ViWe Rf iWV kiQd iQ Whe U.K. which was 
aimed at boosting digiWaO VkiOOV fRU \RXQg SeRSOe b\ ´Wak[iQg] ZRUkVhRSV RXW Rf Whe 
cOaVVURRP aQd iQWR Whe gaOOeUieVµ (AUW DaiO\ 2016, n.p.)61.  
 
Here it is worth noting the origins of Samsung as a company, as this legacy affects 
its commitment to promoting branded digital learning experiences in public 
institutions like the British Museum. Samsung Electronics was founded in 1969 in 
South Korea as a subsidiary of the trading company Samsung Sanghoe by Lee 
Byung-Chull. With the help of ChulO·V Vi[ daXghWeUV aQd fRXU VRQV, Whe SaPVXQg 
chaebol slowly built up a reputation for exporting cheap, locally-produced consumer 
electronics (Velazco 2013). The company has historically been stronger on employee 
satisfaction and loyalty than some in its field, but it has also suffered from a 
damaged public image over corruption scandals and product safety issues, such as 
a finding in 2013 that it had delayed reporting a hydrofluoric gas leak at a 
Hwaseong chip plant until after an employee had died (Chun 2017). In the past five 
years, meanwhile, Samsung has increased its global CSR efforts. In 2016, Samsung 
aQQRXQced iW ZRXOd ´iQWURdXce WechQRORg\ ZheUe iW SUeYiRXVO\ haV QRW e[iVWedµ b\ 
iQVWaOOiQg ´SROaU PRZeUed IQWeUQeW SchRROV, SPaUW SchRROV aQd E-Learning 
 
59 From a press release: "Designed to create a motivating learning environment, this Smart School 
features TVs and tablets pre-installed with educational apps that allow children to learn in fun and engaging 
ways. In this way, hospitalized children are able to regain a sense of normalcy without falling behind in their 
VWXdieVµ (SaPVXQg 2017). 
60 Such as Samsung laptops, interactive whiteboards and tablets. 
61 ¶MRbiOe DigiWaO COaVVURRP· affRUdaQceV iQcOXde WabOeWV, OaSWRSV aQd a ¶VSeciaOO\ cRPPiVViRQed PRbiOe 
cOaVVURRP·. 
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AcadePieVµ iQ VeYeUaO AfUicaQ QaWiRQV VXch aV KeQ\a, UgaQda, GhaQa aQd Rwanda 
to reduce the number of out-of-VchRRO chiOdUeQ b\ SRViWiRQiQg ´edXcaWiRQ aV a Veed 
Rf iQQRYaWiRQµ (SaPVXQg 2016, n.p.). WhiOe SaPVXQg·V XVe Rf CSR SURgUaPPeV WhaW 
offer both capital and devices to help forward its vision of a better future is part of 
a long legacy of philanthrocapitalist engagements across many industries (as 
discussed in Chapter 2), the company also strives to ensure that the future it helps 
fund is both more digitally-focused and more entrepreneurial. By installing 
branded digital experiences that further these ideals, Samsung joins many other 
private donors in reinforcing the kind of socioeconomic system that it values. 
 
The ambitions of the SDDC itself have certainly been influenced by its expanded 
technical affordances. Because of the vast array of digital equipment offered to its 
managers by Samsung, from experimental technologies like virtual reality (VR) 
headsets and new educational software, to more commonly-found digital tools such 
as tablets, audio recorders, phones and digital cameras, the SDDC was the most 
technologically-mediated of the collections makerspaces examined by this study. In 
2015, the British Museum was one of the first museums in the world to integrate 
VR technologies into its learning programme, with a virtual tour of a Bronze Age 
site built from three-dimensional scans of artefacts that had been rendered into 
environments that looked like their original historical settings (Rae and Edwards 
2016). The SDDC was also the only site in this study that remained entirely 
focused on digital learning experiences for young people under the age of 19 and 
their families, as befit its founding mandate (Haythornthwaite et al. 2016). Despite 
hosting over 51,000 young people from 5,000 schools across the U.K. in its first five 
years alone (Sabiescu and Charatzopoulou 2015), British Museum annual reports 
have stated that the SDDC plans to expand its outreach even further (British 
Museum 2018c). Workshops for school classes, for example, are now so popular 
that teachers must sign up far in advance to acquire a spot. Between 2016 and 
2017, the SDDC increased its number of school sessions from two a week to two a 
day, offering its programmes to 4,000 students a week (British Museum 2017b).  
 
Perhaps as a result of these shared successes, the relationship between the British 
Museum and Samsung appeared to have been predominantly positive. In my 
interactions with the SDDC, I soon realised that while the space could not feature 
digital technologies outside of those provided by Samsung, the exact employment of 
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Samsung devices was in fact determined not by Samsung itself, but instead by 
highly skilled site managers, who had been hired by the British Museum for their 
knowledge of digital learning in museums. Site Manager #1 explained that one of 
the most important tasks when they had joined the SDDC team had been to 
deWeUPiQe beVW SUacWiceV fRU Whe VSace·V Qe[W geQeUaWiRQ Rf digital tools XVage. ´I 
WhiQk Ze·Ye beeQ UeaOO\ OXck\ heUe,µ Whe\ Vaid, ´becaXVe SaUW Rf RXU fXQdiQg iV WhaW 
eYeU\ VR RfWeQ Ze haYe ZhaW aUe caOOed ¶UefUeVheV·, ZheUe VRPe Rf Whe Wech haV 
QaWXUaO OifeVSaQV WhaW eQd, aQd aOVR QeZ Wech cRPeV RXW, Zhich iV gUeaW« bXW UeaOO\ 
ZhaW Ze·Ye fRXQd iV iW·V QRW what Wech \RX·Ue XViQg, iW·V how \RX·Ue XViQg iW.µ  
 
IQ MaQageU #1·V fiUVW PeeWiQg as a member of staff, they had learned that during 
Whe SDDC·V ZeekeQd VeVViRQV fRU faPiOieV, aQ XQdeViUabOe URXWiQe had VeWWOed iQ, 
marked by an increased tendency to take out one piece of new Samsung software 
and use it for everything. For example, they said, ´WheUe ZaV a ¶Pake a cRPic· 
software available, and almost every workshop had become about making a comic. 
They ZeUeQ·W UeaOO\ WhiQkiQg abRXW why they were using that approach to 
technology to understand that part of the collection. So now, instead, we just have 
one workVhRS caOOed ¶PakiQg a PaQga,· Zhich iV PRUe aSSURSUiaWe fRU WhaW 
OeaUQiQg.µ TR heOS eQVXUe fXWXUe ZRUkVhRSV XVed WRROV PRUe WhRXghWfXOO\, SDDC 
managers constructed a series of questions to determine the efficacy of each 
ZRUkVhRS·V iPSOePeQWaWiRQ Rf WechQRORgieV, fURP ´iV Whe VeVViRQ UeOaWed WR Whe 
BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQ?µ WR ´iV Whe WechQRORg\ beiQg XVed iQ a cOeYeU Za\?µ. 
They also rebuilt curriculum to include co-learning between parents and children.  
 
Ensuring innovations enriched the symbiosis betZeeQ Whe SDDC·V aiP WR SURYide 
edXcaWiRQaO RSSRUWXQiWieV fRU \RXQg SeRSOe, aQd SaPVXQg·V PRWiYaWiRQ WR showcase 
its new equipment in its funded sites, was another important priority. However, 
there were still moments where the specifics of this relationship remained unclear. 
Collaborator #1 described to me the how the decision to retire Samsung hardware 
was made not by the SDDC, but instead by Samsung. This made it difficult, they 
said, to predict which digital tools might go, and what to do with them when they 
were retired. ´ReceQWO\, Whe SDDC ZaV aVked WR UePRYe RQe Rf iWV Wech WabOeV, but 
Ze dRQ·W UeaOO\ kQRZ ZhaW WR dR ZiWh ROd Wech Oike WhaW, VR iW·V VWiOO ViWWiQg iQ aQ 
Rffice VRPeZheUe. SaPVXQg dReVQ·W ZaQW iW back eiWheU, becaXVe Whe\ dRQ·W ZaQW 
obsoleWe WechQRORg\, VR iW·V a biW Rf a ZeiUd PRPeQW [«] IW·V kiQd Rf Oike a ghRVW.µ 
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The strangest aspect of this, they said, ZaV Whe facW WhaW Whe WabOe iWVeOf ZaVQ·W 
faulty ² it was merely deemed to be out of date. Whether or not it remained useful 
for an existing SDDC workshop did not seem to matter. They wondered whether 
this was a ´UiYaOU\ WhiQgµ, a ZRUU\ WhaW a cRPSeWiQg WechQRORg\ cRPSaQ\ cRXOd Vee 
an old Samsung device being used, aQd SUeVXPe Whe cRPSaQ\ ZaV ´kiQd Rf faOOiQg 
back. The\·Ye gRW a big QaPe, afWeU aOO [«] aQd Whe\·Ye gRW WR XShROd WhaW QaPe.µ 
 
Collaborator #2 was on another team at the British Museum that also worked with 
the SDDC on a regular basis. They shared a similar story about the perceived 
effects of competition between Samsung and other brands regarding the kinds of 
digital tools that could be used not only in the SDDC itself, but also across the 
BUiWiVh MXVeXP: ´I·P QRW VXUe hRZ eaV\ iW iV WR geW QeZ SaPVXQg VcUeeQV, bXW I 
[have] wonder[ed] whether we could use different pieces of tech for different pop-
XSV. TheUe·V WhiV RWheU bUaQd caOOed NEC ² and I know one of my predecessors 
acWXaOO\ VcUaSed Rff Whe NEC ORgR dXe WR WhiV beiQg a ¶SaPVXQg MXVeXP·, VR WheUe 
are far-UeachiQg iPSOicaWiRQV WhaW Whe SaPVXQg bUaQd PaWWeUV heUe.µ The\ aOVR 
cited experiencing moments of jealousy from other teams at the British Museum 
who were not able to access SDDC kit themselves, stating WhaW ´Whe PXVeXP, beiQg 
a SaPVXQg MXVeXP, defiQiWeO\ geWV ceUWaiQ beQefiWV, bXW aOVR caXVeV cRQfOicW.µ  
 
Collaborator #2 was not the only member of staff to refer to the museum as a 
¶SaPVXQg MXVeXP·. M\ iQfRUPaQWV ZeUe aOO keeQO\ aZaUe Rf Whe SRZeU XQORcked b\ 
this kind of sponsorship, especially at an institution which is dependent on such 
patronage. Facilitator #1 explained it in practical terms: ´IQ Whe eQd, iW aOO cRPeV 
down to funding really ² ZhR haV iW, aQd ZhaW Whe\ geW WR XVe iW fRU. UQOeVV iW·V fRU a 
digiWaO WhiQg WhaW·V aOUead\ gRWWeQ iWV RZQ fRUP Rf fXQdiQg, a PXVeXP WhiV big iV QRW 
gRiQg WR SUiRUiWiVe iW.µ IQ Whe next section, I will start to explore exactly what it 
means to be a space in a museum that has been opened according to such an envied 
set of circumstances, finding that with privilege also comes very high expectations.  
 
5.4 SDDC affordances and programming 
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Fig 4: Basement-level hallway leading to Samsung Centre. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
The SDDC is managed by the Schools and Young Audiences section of the British 
MXVeXP·V LeaUQiQg deSaUWPeQW. AW Whe WiPe Rf WhiV VWXd\, iWV WeaP iQcOXded Wwo 
site managers, two weekend supervisors, eight museum teachers for school 
sessions, and 12 weekend facilitators for family sessions, as well as student 
volunteers. Staff from other teams at the British Museum, from curators to A/V 
teams, also sometimes helped produce the SDDC through their own workshops.  
 
The SDDC space itself did not inspire me on first sighting. Because it is situated 
down a dimly-lit hallway in a basement underneath the Great Court (see Fig.4), it 
is not at all clear that it is open to the public. It also does not benefit from any 
natural lighting. As a result of its hidden location, users of the SDDC usually 
Qeeded WR be Oed WheUe, eiWheU aV SaUWV Rf a VchRRO gURXS RQ Zeekda\V (´I haYe beeQ 
here twice; once with my class, now with my MRP!µ), RU iQYiWed aV a faPiO\ WR check 
RXW a fUee ZRUkVhRS RQ a ZeekeQd (´The PXVeXP gXideV XSVWaiUV [iQ Whe GUeaW 
CRXUW] VXggeVWed Ze check RXW WhiV URRP WRda\µ). NR RQe I VSRke WR Vaid Whe\ had 
happened upon it at random. Thus, the space was dependent on continued 
marketing and integration efforts on its behalf by other British Museum staff 
teams to ensure that its free programmes were broadcast to diverse publics.  
 
Inside the SDDC, a modular set-up of movable tables, chairs and unmarked white 
cupboards made the room look a lot like a typical classroom, its austere 
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atmosphere reminiscent of a white cube62 gallery space. Other than a presentation 
monitor, the diversity of its digital technologies was not immediately evident. The 
only trace of customization could usually be seen on a magnetic bulletin board (see 
Fig. 5) that facilitators used to personalise their workshops by putting up printed-
out images of key artefacts. Other than small touches like these, there were no 
materials that made it look like a space for creativity. However, once the first 
ZRUkVhRS WhaW I RbVeUYed begaQ, Whe ViWe·V iQiWiaO VSaUVeQeVV gaYe Za\ WR aQ aOPRVW 
magical array of items drawn from cupboards, boxes and storage closets to inspire 
hands-on learning, from colourful jumbles of craft materials, to a rotating 
aVVRUWPeQW Rf SaPVXQg·V QeZeVW deYiceV Oike gUeeQ VcUeeQV aQd RWheU eTXiSPeQW. 
There was even a Persian rug on offer, which was brought out for workshops with 
younger children; facilitators said it helped them get more comfortable. 
 
´IW UeaOO\ dReV feeO ZhiWe aQd cROd iQ heUe VRPeWiPeV,µ FaciOiWaWRU #2 WROd Pe ZhiOe I 
heOSed WheP VeW XS fRU a VeVViRQ. ´IW RfWeQ WUXO\ iV fUee]iQg, WRR [OaXghWeU]. BXW Whe 
WhiQg iV, Ze Pake Whe PRVW Rf iW [«] eYeQ WhRXgh WheUe can often be a lot to clean 
up at the end because of this [laughter], we all want it to be a very creative, yet 
RUgaQiVed, VSace.µ FaciOiWaWRUV PeQWiRQed occasions where teachers had entered the 
SDDC for school sessions, looked around, and then conveyed disappointment that 
the room was not more integrated with the rest of the museum and its collections. 
´SRPe Rf WheP e[SecW a WRXU Rf Whe e[hibiWV WR be iQcOXded, eYeQ WhRXgh Whe ZhROe 
VeVViRQ Pa\ RQO\ be a feZ hRXUVµ, FaciOiWaWRU #3 Vaid ZheQ Ze ZeUe iQfRUmally 
diVcXVViQg a VeVViRQ Whe\ had jXVW faciOiWaWed, ´bXW WhiV jXVW iVQ·W SRVVibOe iQ a SOace 
aV bXV\ aV Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP iV aOO Whe WiPe. YRX·Ye VeeQ hRZ iW iV XSVWaiUV!µ 
Indeed, on a typical weekend the Great Court of the museum was a throbbing mass 
of humanity, all jostling to get around ² tour guides, families, tourists, staff.  
 
Despite such complaints, I also observed many instances where facilitators found 
creative work-arounds WR Whe VSace·V aXVWeUe VXUURXQdiQgV. ´We caQ·W OeW \RX SaiQW 
on these SUiVWiQe ZhiWe ZaOOV,µ MaQageU #4 Vaid WR a gURXS Rf YeU\ \RXQg VWXdeQWV 
from a lower-income school on the outskirts of London during a schools session, 
´bXW iQVWead, Ze·Ue gRiQg WR aVk \RX WR dR VRPeWhiQg YeU\ VSeciaO iQdeed« SaiQW RQ 
some tablets and theQ SXbOiVh \RXU aUWZRUk RQOiQe WR VhaUe ZiWh fUieQdV!µ The 
 
62 An aesthetic method popular in the early twentieth century museology that put an emphasis on 
neutrality over decoration in galleries, using plain white walls and fluorescent lighting to better frame artworks. 
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group responded enthusiastically; some children even screeched in excitement. 
Facilitators told me that other museums they had worked at did not typically have 
the same capabilities to innovate and explore in the way the SDDC could, because 
their digital learning programmes often had to be blended across many rooms, 
their activities pop-up or temporary, grabbing spare desks and whatever digital 
tools they could scrape together. ´AW Whe WiPe WhaW I Zas at [x museum] several 
\eaUV agR,µ MaQageU #2 Vaid, ´WheUe ZeUe VRPe VSaceV ZhR SXW WhiQgV Oike ¶e-
OeaUQiQg VWXdiRV· XS ZheUe WheUe ZeUe a number of computers, which is very useful 
if \RX·Ue XViQg a cRPSXWeU, bXW WheUe aUe a QXPbeU Rf Za\V WhiQgV caQ be digital 
WhaW aUeQ·W jXVW digiWaO. The cRPSXWeUV ZeUe aOZa\V VWXck RQ Whe WabOeV [«] aQd 
cRXOdQ·W be PRYed aURXQd. WhaW I Oike abRXW Whe Za\ Whe SDDC ZRUkV iV \RX dRQ·W 
Qeed eYeU\WhiQg WR be cRYeUed ZiWh Wech aOO Whe WiPe [«] iQVWead, Whe Wech iV 
implemented aQd bURXghW RXW deSeQdiQg RQ Whe QeedV Rf Whe ZRUkVhRS.µ 
 
Every workshop at the SDDC is provided for free, an feature that facilitators told 
me has elicited consistently positive user feedback. Its sessions for students are 
run during the academic year to correlate with core subjects required by the U.K. 
national curriculum, along with specifically-tailored sessions for students with 
Special Educational Needs (SEN). Families sessions are also provided every 
weekend for young people under the age of five, from six to 12, and in their teens. 
Topics explore a diverse set of themes aimed at inspiring users to engage with the 
MXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQV ZhiOe OeaUQiQg hRZ WR XVe digiWaO WechQRORgieV, fURP e[SORUiQg 
a new exhibition of Chinese artworks while creating a mobile app, to using 
ShRWRgUaSh\ WakeQ iQ BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V Eg\SW RRRP aORQg ZiWh gUeeQ VcUeeQ cR-
creation to build an understanding of what daily life looked like in Ancient Egypt. 
The more free-fORZiQg ¶IQQRYaWiRQ Lab: FXWXUe MakeUV· VeUieV, PeaQZhiOe, was 
launched in 2015 and invites families to the SDDC once a month to experiment 
with emergent digital tools and methods alongside external creative partners. 
 
In a typical week, at least three free workshops are offered for schools, and one for 
families. It was a busy schedule to maintain, but facilitators were proud of it, 
becaXVe iW UeiQfRUced WheiU VeQVe WhaW ´Ze aUe Whe PRVW aPbiWiRXV digiWaO OeaUQiQg 
prograPPe aW aQ\ cXOWXUaO iQVWiWXWiRQ iQ Whe U.K. aV faU aV VcaOeµ 63, a statement 
 
63 Source: Manager #1. 
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reiterated across British Museum press releases and reports. SDDC managers told 
me that by reworking outdated sessions on a regular basis using lean business 
techniques and agile methodologies64, their aim was to ensure the SDDC remained 
ambitious not only in terms of scale, but also in terms of its practices. For the 
schools programme in particular, new sessions were carefully added on a yearly 
basis to correlate with updates to the U.K. national curriculum that integrate 
XScRPiQg BUiWiVh MXVeXP e[hibiWV ZiWh SaPVXQg WRROV. ´I·P cXUUeQWO\ deYeORSiQg 
a self-Oed WUaiO fRU VchRRO chiOdUeQ,µ MaQageU #1 e[SOaiQed, ´aQd ZhaW I·P UeaOO\ 
doing for it is dressing up agile methods so I can watch how the children engage 
ZiWh Whe VeVViRQ, aQd WheQ iWeUaWe RQ Whe WUaiO eYeU\ Zeek WR eQVXUe Whe\·Ue 
UeVSRQdiQg ZeOO. We·Ue aOZa\V ZRUkiQg WR be PRUe UeVSRQViYe.µ  
 
In a space that put this much emphasis on continual iteration and feedback, I had 
the VeQVe WhaW Whe SDDC·V XVeUV SRVVeVVed PRUe SRZeU WR VXggeVW chaQgeV WhaQ 
many of them realised. AfWeU a VeVViRQ, FaciOiWaWRU #1 Vaid WhaW XVeUV ´iQ OaUge SaUW 
dicWaWe ZhaW Ze dR heUe, hRZ Ze acW, ZhaW kiQdV Rf VeVViRQV Ze haYe« WheiU QeedV 
are always the mRVW iPSRUWaQW.µ FaciOiWaWRU #2 QRdded aW WhiV, addiQg WhaW ´IW·V QRW 
XVXaOO\ Oike WhiV fRU adXOWV iQ PXVeXPV, XVXaOO\ PXch PRUe ¶PXVeXP ZiWh Whe 
SRZeU, PXVeXP cXUaWeV·, bXW iQ WhiV URRP iW·V aOO abRXW OeaUQiQg WRgeWheU. We·Ue QRW 
Whe e[SeUWV, Ze·Ue OeaUQiQg with them, and the technology is open and simple 
eQRXgh WR OeaUQ WhaW Whe\ UeaOO\ caQ feeO Oike Whe\ OeaUQ aORQgVide RQe aQRWheU WRR.µ 
FaciOiWaWRU #4 WROd Pe WhaW iQ WheiU SUeYiRXV Oife aV a WUadiWiRQaO edXcaWRU, ´I ZaV 
aOZa\V UeVSecWed. HeUe WhRXgh« iQ WhiV kiQd Rf OeaUQiQg eQYiURQPeQW, iW·V QRW 
cOeaU. YRX haYe WR UeaOO\ ZRUk fRU WhaW kiQd Rf UeVSecW.µ These kinds of reflections 
led me to understand how the programming of a space like the SDDC can flow 
between structure and agency; while there were certain parameters and limits 
regarding the way the space was arranged and organised, the emphasis placed on 
iteration and responsiveness by its staff also ensured that it was able to evolve. In 
Whe Qe[W VecWiRQ, I ZiOO RXWOiQe hRZ Whe SDDC·V approaches worked in practice by 
discussing a sampling of typical events that I observed during my time there. 
 
5.5 SDDC practices and events 
 
64 A set of software development methods rooted in iterative, collaborative development of an idea or 
product, where solutions are built across teams and frequently examined and adapted to new needs. 
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Fig. 5: Bulletin board wall inside the Samsung Centre. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
Unlike the other field sites examined by this study, the SDDC seemed to rarely be 
used as an ambient space for casual, self-led hanging out and making. The only 
time I did witness such practices was before or after staff were setting up for 
workshops. This was for two reasons: First, due to the sensitive nature of my 
observation occurring during sessions for school children, my time with the SDDC 
needed to be scheduled far in advance, when staff invited me to workshops that 
they had gotten permission for me to observe from the educator of the class. 
Second, I did not find the SDDC being used for the usual ´hanging out, messing 
around, and geeking outµ (IWż 2010, 1) that I would expect of a public space for 
digital making because it was so heavily programmed. As a result of this, my 
encounters with the SDDC were much more formal in tone than the other spaces. 
 
When I asked SDDC facilitators and users about their favourite encounters in the 
space, they gave me many different kinds of answers ² perhaps due to the tightly-
packed programme. However, many of their favourite moments involved some 
aspect of co-cUeaWiRQ. FaciOiWaWRU #3 Vaid WheiU beVW VeVViRQV had beeQ ´Whe RQeV 
which make visitors reconsider what the museum and its collections are for. For 
example, asking visitors to consider that the museum is not just a space for 
RbjecWV.µ FaciOiWaWRU #4, PeaQZhiOe, Oiked VeeiQg hRZ Whe SUacWiceV XVed iQ diffeUeQW 
kinds of sessions activated different interests ² it meant they were never board on 
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Whe jRb. ´The PXVic fRU AfUica RQe iV fRU OiWWOe kidV,µ Whe\ added, ´aQd WhaW·V UeaOO\ 
loud, or the green screen ones, those feel different and fun too. Sutton Hoo is good 
becaXVe Whe\·Ue dRiQg fiOP. The\·Ue abOe WR geW cUeaWiYe, WheiU iQSXW iV gUeaWeU RQ 
WhaW RQe. IW·V eQjR\abOe WR ZaWch WheP aQd Vee hRZ Whe\·Ue gURZiQg b\ dRiQg WhiV 
VWXff.µ AcURVV aOO SDDC VeVViRQV, cRQVWUXcWiRQiVW65 pedagogies for hands-on learning 
were often evident, especially in the use of groupwork aimed at building a 
kQRZOedge Rf Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQV aQd UeVeaUch WhURXgh PakiQg.  
 
DXUiQg ¶ScieQce IQYeVWigaWRUV·, fRU e[aPSOe, a cRUe 90-minute session offered at the 
SDDC for Key Stage 2 (KS2) students66 which linked to STEM67 aspects of the U.K. 
national curriculum, facilitators asked participants from a school in central London 
to sit in a circle on the Persian rug, and used a presentation monitor to lead them 
through basic techniques used by British Museum scientists to analyse ancient 
Egyptian and Greek artifacts. They also handed out examples of physical objects 
used in this period, from coins to wood carvings. The children appeared to be 
completely captivated throughout the process of knowledge acquisition, eager to 
answer questions before each other in order to display their mastery of the topic. 
DXUiQg gURXSZRUk, SaPVXQg WabOeWV aQd ShRQeV (aW Whe PeQWiRQ Rf ´ShRQeµ, gaVSV 
of genuine excitement rippled across the room) were handed out to share so the 
students could build multimedia presentations using text, photos and drawings to 
display their learning. Other than the tablets, the mobiles and the handouts 
provided, there was only a light usage of digital tools ² \eW Whe VeVViRQ·V UePiW WR 
examine scientific tool usage seemed to provide enough motivation for the students 
to get involved. It was evident that ensuring students learned about Samsung tools 
was a secondary goal to them learning about British Museum artefacts through 
those tools. I also noticed the students were instructed to use free apps like Pic 
Collage on the tablets. When asked about this, the facilitators said they thought it 
ZaV VR WhiQgV cRXOd feeO ´PRUe egaOiWaUiaQ,µ ViQce Whe chiOdren could easily 
download the apps elsewhere if they wanted to use them again. Despite this, 
 
65 By this, I refer to the 'learning-by-making' model of education inspired by the work of Seymour Papert 
and Idit Harel (1991) which as discussed in Chapter 2, has also helped inspire practices at the other field sites of 
this study. This model is rooted in participatory, experiential learning methods, and based in group discovery 
through the creation of tangible objects; teaching is facilitated rather than lectured, and collaboration is often 
student-lead.  
66 Term used for school programmes for students aged 7-11 across England and Wales. 
67 Term used for courses in Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics. 
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during my time with the SDDC there were rarely any discussions about the 
ideologies Rf XViQg ¶RSeQ· VRfWZaUe. 
 
Another SDDC session that I observed which was also directed at KS2-aged 
students was the 90-PiQXWe ¶DecRdiQg AQcieQW Eg\SWiaQ TRPb PaiQWiQgV·, Zhich 
was facilitated by Manager #3. Because it correlated to history and computing 
sections of the national curriculum, it was often requested by educators. In this 
workshop, British Museum artefacts from Egypt were used to examine ancient 
Egyptian beliefs about death and the afterlife through core visual themes, followed 
by groupwork culminating in the co-creation of a digital collage. The session 
started with a look into how ancient Egyptians viewed the afterlife using concepts 
the students could easily discuss, from eating to family to hobbies. Manager #3 
WheQ WROd Whe VWXdeQWV ZiWh aQ aiU Rf VXVSeQVe WhaW Whe\ ZRXOd be ´dRiQg VRPe UeaO 
time travelling to see what iW UeaOO\ ORRked Oike back WheQ« aQd haYe a WhiQk abRXW 
ZhaW \RX·Ye VeeQ.µ UQYeiOiQg a OaUge SURjecWRU, Whe\ SOa\ed a 3D UeQdeUed YideR 
tour of the tomb of ancient Egyptian pharaoh Nebamun, where colours had been 
applied to Whe WRPb·V aUWZRUkV WR UeQdeU Zhat it had looked like when built.  
 
Manager #3 told me they had joined the British Museum many years previously as 
a volunteer in order to get closer to the collections. They had stayed on because 
they really loved sharing lesser-known areas of the collections with others. After 
the tomb tour, a green screen was unfurled for groups of 3-4 students to create 
their own ancient Egyptian tomb collages with. Laughing, they took turns placing 
themselves in front of the green screen for a photo that depicted them doing their 
favourite activities, from swimming to cooking, eating to travelling. Each group 
then used a mixture of software provided on tablets and mobile phones to combine 
the green screen images with backgrounds and create their own customized 
ancient Egyptian tomb murals. Throughout the session, the students were intent 
on their tasks, collaborative but focused. The energy in the room was also much 
quieter and more serious than the other KS2 sessions I had observed.  
 
This led me to understand that schRRO SaUWiciSaQWV eQgaged ZiWh Whe SDDC·V 
digital affordances differently depending on the level of access to digital devices 
they were usually afforded at school and at home. When I asked Manager #3 why 
the class had been so much more obedient during the workshop than other classes, 
 128 
they said they were known as ´a ¶gRRd· VchRROµ, which suggested to me that this was 
a school whose pupils, through their greater levels of privilege, had more access to 
these kinds of digital tools than many of the other groups who had come through 
recently. Facilitator #4 discussed how such stratifications manifested themselves 
QRW RQO\ iQ Whe Za\V VWXdeQWV eQgaged ZiWh Whe VSace, bXW aOVR WeacheUV: ´SRPe Rf 
WheP ZaOk iQ heUe, aQd \RX·d WhiQk Whe\·d QeYeU had aQ XQdeUVWaQdiQg Rf a mobile 
phone before, while others can jump right in with the kids. Even the kids, some 
kidV haYe XVed PicCROOage, RU PhRWR La\eUV, aQd RWheUV haYe QR idea.µ The\ 
attributed this to a lack of standardised training for educators in digital learning 
pedagogieV, aQd Vaid Whe\ feOW iW ZaV ´eQWiUeO\ XQfaiUµ WhaW VRPe VchRROV UeceiYed 
the support necessary to engage with digital technologies while others did not. 
 
Like other parts of the SDDC programme, I noticed that Samsung devices had 
again been deployed in the Egyptian workshop to assist in learning, not to 
showcase digital technologies for their own sake. As Harel and Papert found while 
exploring the efficacy of constructionist models in the learning process, sometimes 
it is through simple creative activities that echo widely-understood rituals from 
chiOdhRRd, VXch aV ´bXiOdiQg aQd playing with castles of sand, families of dolls, 
hRXVeV Rf LegR, aQd cROOecWiRQV Rf caUdVµ WhaW a VSecific kiQd Rf ´OeaUQiQg-UichQeVVµ 
caQ be faciOiWaWed Zhich eQabOeV digiWaO OeaUQiQg RQ OeaUQeUV· RZQ WeUPV, ZiWhRXW aQ 
explicit use of devices (1991, 4). SDDC staff also made concerted efforts to welcome 
users of varying VkiOO OeYeOV iQ RWheU Za\V. WhiOe OeadiQg Pe WhURXgh Whe SDDC·V 
programme options that had been tailored to Special Educational Needs (SEN) 
students, for example, Manager #1 told me that sometimes it could be the VWXdeQWV· 
first time entering a museum at all. To remain sensitive to this, they explained, 
´iW·V UeaOO\ abRXW beiQg fOe[ibOe iQ WhiV URRP, XQdeUVWaQdiQg ZhaW Whe WeacheU iV 
hoping the students will get out of it, so for some, just helping them know where to 
go for the different things they want to see, or how to behave in public, things that 
Ze Wake fRU gUaQWed, VRPeWiPeV WhaW caQ be a UeaO OeaUQiQg gRaO.µ  
 
These observations illustrated how the programming of the SDDC offered digital 
learning experiences around the PXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQ fRU XVeUV ZiWh a Zide YaUieW\ 
of needs. In the next section, I will discuss SDDC efforts WR VhaUe Whe PXVeXP·V 
artefacts with diverse user groups in further depth, by outlining a digital making 
workshop that I planned with SDDC managers as a piece of action research. 
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5.6 ¶Speculative UQiYeUVeV· acWiRQ UeVeaUch  
 
Fig. 6: Making alien artworks at Speculative Universes. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
As part of my collaboration with the SDDC, I was asked if I wanted to plan a two-
VeVViRQ ZeekeQd ZRUkVhRS fRU Whe PRQWhO\ ¶FXWXUe MakeUV: IQQRYaWiRQ Lab· VeUieV 
for families, which typically focused on testing out new tools and experimental 
methods in the space. As discussed in more depth in Chapter 4, I agreed to build 
Whe cXUUicXOXP fRU a ZRUkVhRS caOOed ¶Speculative UQiYeUVeV·, Zhich cRQViVWed Rf a 
set of blended digital making activities aimed at inspiring participants to engage 
ZiWh Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V KRUeaQ SRWWeU\ e[hibiW WhURXgh a speculative design 
approach that combined science fiction and material speculation. Because the 
workshop was facilitated by three SDDC facilitators, my intervention took the form 
of curriculum development instead of direct event facilitation. This allowed me to 
play my usual observational role during the sessions by distributing 
questionnaires, chatting with users and staff before and after, and taking photos 
and notes. In this section, I will focus on some of my findings from the process of 
planning it and interacting with users and staff. 
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Figs. 7, 8: Co-creating alien art at Speculative Universes. Photos by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
My first piece of learning from this intervention was that the process of planning 
and delivering a workshop in collaboration with the SDDC was in large part 
defined by the regimented and efficient systems that had already been set up by its 
staff. Unlike the activity planning processes of the other field sites of this study, 
which coalesced in a variety of ways depending on the goals of the actors involved, 
SDDC staff had built a set of tailored mechanisms for proposing, scripting, 
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scheduling and unlocking the resources necessary to deliver workshops in the 
SDDC VSace. The SURceVV Rf fiQaOiViQg Whe ¶VcUiSW· fRU a ZRUkVhRS, fRU example, was 
done in the same way every time by either a Site Manager or a Team Lead, using 
templates that had been finessed over the several years that the space had been in 
operation. It was then delivered to SDDC facilitator teams, who followed it step by 
step during the workshops, with a few personal modifications.  
 
By participating in this process, I started to understand exactly what Manager #1 
had meant when they said SDDC staff employed agile development methods, 
which I had typically encountered before only when working in mixed teams at 
Mozilla to develop software. Agile development is a way of approaching a project 
that maximises responsiveness and modularity to ensure all steps of its process (for 
example the design of a digital product from prototype to launch) become more 
streamlined and efficient over time (Serrador and Pinto 2015). This enables a 
cROOabRUaWiYe SURjecW Oike Whe SDDC·V ZRUkVhRS deYeORSPeQW SURceVV WR becRPe a 
well-oiled machine. I could also see how this process codified not only discourses of 
agiOiW\ aQd UeVSRQViYeQeVV aPRQgVW Whe VSace·V faciOiWaWRUV, bXW aOVR Whe hieUaUchieV 
of the British Museum itself. By ensuring that workshops were planned by team 
leads, and then delivered by facilitators, there were few possibilities for junior staff 
to change the scripts for the sessions that defined their relations with users, other 
than during the internal updating sessions mentioned previously. As an external 
collaborator, I was offered more freedom to propose the structure of the Speculative 
Universes workshop in my own way. This revealed how the peripherality of my 
¶iQVideU/RXWVideU· VXbjecWiYiW\ aV UeVeaUcheU affecWed bRWh P\ RZQ iQWeUacWiRQV ZiWh 
the space, and also ever-so-slightly adjusted SDDC rituals. 
 
Despite the restrictions I observed, SDDC staff involved in the Speculative 
Universes workshop discussed how flexible they felt the Future Makers series was 
in comparison to the regularly scheduled weekday sessions for school children. As 
FaciOiWaWRU #2 SXW iW: ´IQQRYaWiRQ Lab VORWV heOS XV e[SeUiPeQW ZiWh QeZ 
approaches, new toolV, QeZ Za\Vµ. AQRWheU aUea Rf cRQWiQgeQc\ ZiWh Whe FXWXUe 
Makers series was that because it was free and occurred on a drop-in basis, 
participation was unpredictable. In the two Speculative Universes sessions, for 
example, only seven families had shown up. The atmosphere of the space during 
the Speculative Universes sessions had thus been quieter than expected. 
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This led me to my second research observation from the sessions, which regarded 
issues of user access and diversity in the space. The main characteristic that united 
the seven families who joined the workshop was the confident manner with which 
Whe\ eQgaged ZiWh Whe SDDC·V digiWaO affRUdaQceV. UQOike Whe Zeekda\ VeVViRQV fRU 
school children, who came from schools across the U.K. and displayed variable 
levels of excitement about the tools on offer, the children who engaged in 
Speculative Universes picked up the tablets, phones and other tools with a blasé 
and casual air. I soon realised this was a result of what Pierre Bourdieu (1984) 
might refer to as their cultural privilege or ´distinctionµ ² they were all fortunate 
enough to be repeat participants at digital making workshops at museums in 
London. When I asked the families how they would compare the SDDC to other 
spaces for making like it, for example, each family responded with another space 
they had already been to. None said it was their first time in a museum, or that 
they had travelled far, except for one family who came from New York City and 
engaged regularly with museums there. One mother told me her family spent every 
ZeekeQd URWaWiQg beWZeeQ fUee acWiYiWieV aW PXVeXPV acURVV LRQdRQ. ´I UeaOO\ ZaQW 
WheP WR be abOe WR Wake adYaQWage Rf Whe cXOWXUe heUe,µ Vhe Vaid. ´POXV, Whe\ jXVW 
ORYe iW.µ 
 
This finding was in line with the experiences of the SDDC staff whom I spoke to 
after the session about it. While the majority of those who engage with the British 
MXVeXP·V e[hibiWV each \eaU aUe fRUeigQ YiViWRUV (BUiWiVh MXVeXP 2018c), iW did QRW 
feel the same in the Samsung Centre, Facilitator #2 said, whose regular 
SaUWiciSaQWV ZeUe geQeUaOO\ PXch PRUe ORcaO, Whe kiQdV Rf ´SeRSOe ZhR cRPe RYeU 
and over, people who have heard about the space through their schools, kids who 
haYe beeQ dXUiQg cOaVV aQd cRPe back.µ FaciOiWaWRU #1 QRdded aW WhiV, addiQg: ´ThiV 
kind of thing is really above my pay grade,68 but I do think the kinds of families 
who come into this room on weekends are the kinds who come into museums 
aOUead\ [«] I feeO Oike Whe UeaO TXeVWiRQ iV, ZhR iV cRQfideQW WR cRPe iQWR gaOOeUieV 
and museums in geQeUaO WRda\?µ By virtue of their repeat participation in an event 
series focused on experimenting with new approaches, tools and pedagogies, the 
 
68 This kind of hesitation was a common response to questions about individual perceptions and 
observations directed at British Museum staff who were not in a managerial role.  
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feedback of these users was very important to SDDC staff, placing them in the 
privileged position of helping deWeUPiQe Whe SDDC·V fXWXUe diUecWiRQ. 
 
When I asked these users what they thought of the SDDC as a space for making, 
they responded cautiously, ZiWh UeVSRQVeV Oike ´iW iV fiQeµ aQd ´gRRd fRU 
gURXSZRUkµ. HRZeYeU, ZheQ Whe\ ZeUe aVked WR cR-cUeaWe Whe ¶aOieQ aUWZRUk· aW Whe 
end of the sessions, their personal creativities really seemed to come alive, and 
they more readily performed the roles of aliens envisioning their own kind of 
aesthetics for the exhibit. When I asked them in the questionnaires afterward what 
they would call the space if they could rename it, they suggested titles that fit the 
WhePaWic fRcXV Rf Whe VeVViRQ, VXch aV ´SSace Labµ aQd ´AOieQ DeQµ. AV diVceUQiQg 
participants, they also commented that the space would be much better if it had 
QaWXUaO OighW, becaXVe iW feOW ´a biW daUk aQd cROdµ RWheUZiVe. ´IW feeOV Oike WheUe iV 
SRWeQWiaOµ, a SaUeQW ZiWh a backgURXQd iQ edXcaWiRQ WROd Pe RQ WheiU Za\ RXW, ´bXW 
at the moment this room feels far too quiet and formal to be envisioned as a place 
for actual fun. I dR Vee ZhaW \RX·Ue WU\iQg WR dR heUe, WhRXgh.µ  
 
These conversations allowed me to arrive at a third set of observations regarding 
the possibilities, and also the limitations, of how the space of the SDDC could be 
produced differently according to the evolving motivations of facilitators and users. 
For example, despite its explicit use of maker practices, its obstructed location and 
ambitious public engagement deliverables (necessitating a very tightly scheduled 
weekly programme) meant that the SDDC could not necessarily be enacted as an 
ambient environment for making and tinkering like the other spaces observed in 
this study. A primary focus of Speculative Universes, therefore, had been to inspire 
more casual interactions between SDDC users through co-creation activities. When 
I asked facilitators what they thought about that goal as we cleaned up after the 
sessions, they said it felt ´TXiWe cUa]\ aQd cUeaWiYe aV aQ ideaµ, WhaW iW had 
´VXUSUiVed Whe SaUeQWV iQWR PakiQg ZeiUd WhiQgVµ, aQd WhaW iW feOW ´UeOa[edµ. 
FaciOiWaWRU #1 Vaid Whe\ Oiked ´hRZ iW didQ·W haYe WR be baVed RQ a VSecific RXWcRPe 
WhiV WiPe, VR SeRSOe cRXOd UeaOO\ geW cUeaWiYe.µ FaciOiWaWRU #2 UefOecWed, PeaQZhiOe, 
hRZ ´iQ PaQ\ VeVViRQV heUe, Whe kidV jXVW Pake WhiQgV RQ WheiU RZQ, aQd WheQ 
ZaQdeU back XSVWaiUV [WR Whe PXVeXP·V GUeaW CRXUW] ZheQ dRQe« WheUe iVQ·W a 
gURXS cRheViRQ iQ Whe eQd.µ E[SeUiPeQWV aVide, iW ZaV cOeaU WhaW SDDC VWaff ZRXOd 
continue to innovate around how the space was enacted based not only on these 
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kinds of reflections, but also on the evolving requirements of British Museum 
deliverables, aQd Whe SDDC·V UeSeaW XVeUV. 
 
These kinds of interactions with the SDDC during the action research process 
helped me to start to understand just how deeply the space was affected by its 
relations with the internal management structures of British Museum staff, its 
interactions with perennial users during its weekend programme, and the 
requirements imbued by its location and deliverables. In the next section, I will 
discuss another relationship that affected the SDDC, but not necessarily in the 
ways I had imagined: Its partnership with Samsung. 
 
5.7 SDDC·V UelaWiRQs with Samsung 
 
Fig. 9: Tools used during Speculative Universes workshop. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
Because it was fXQded b\ SaPVXQg, Whe SDDC·V WechQRORgicaO affRUdaQceV were 
essential to the way it is enacted, meaning that under an ontogenetic spatial frame 
iW caQ be SeUceiYed aV a ´cRded VSaceµ (KiWchiQ aQd DRdge 2011), RU a VSace WhaW iV 
continually remade according to its relations with assemblages of digital 
technologies. However, while it was certainly true that the SDDC needed to utilise 
digital technologies in order to be produced as a space within the British Museum, 
I also found that the power to determine the specifics of these engagements lied not 
in the hands of Samsung, but instead in those of British Museum staff themselves. 
In my conversations with facilitators and managers, it was repeatedly stressed 
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that the main motivation in planning and iterating on SDDC programmes was not 
to showcase the newest bits of technical kit available, but instead to provide 
creative ways for many different kinds of users to learn and make with the British 
MXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQV. This meant that in many of the workshops I observed, digital 
tools were viewed as one of many players in the creative learning process, rather 
than its featured event (see Fig. 9). 
 
SDDC PaQageUV iQ SaUWicXOaU QRWed Whe YaOXe Rf Whe VSace·V WUaiQed faciOiWaWRUV, 
who knew how to introduce new devices carefully. ´E[ceOOeQW faciOiWaWiRQ aQd 
careful framing of an activity trumps having Whe OaWeVW WechQRORgieV,µ MaQageU #3 
Vaid. ´IW'V iPSRUWaQW WR XVe Whe OaWeVW WechQRORg\ aQd e[SeUiPeQW ZiWh iWV XVe, iQ 
order to keep the programme from stagnating. However, relying solely on it to the 
e[cOXViRQ Rf e[iVWiQg WechQRORg\ iV fRROiVh [«] VRPe Rf Whe SDDC·V PRVW SRSXOaU 
sessions are those that have been around in one form or another for a number of 
\eaUV.µ MaQageU #2, PeaQZhiOe, e[SOaiQed hRZ Whe\ had OeaUQed WhaW regardless of 
how advanced a new digital tool was, its use was ultimately limited to the technical 
knowledge of facilitators, who first needed to feel comfortable with it. As a result, 
´fiQdiQg Whe cOeYeUeVW XVe Rf a WechQRORg\µ had becRPe ´PXch PRUe iPSRUtant than 
[XViQg] Whe WechQRORg\ iQ aQd Rf iWVeOf.µ  
 
DeVSiWe WheVe caUefXO aSSURacheV, Whe SDDC·V \RXQgeU XVeUV iQ SaUWicXOaU, 
especially those who arrived in school groups, displayed a consistently high level of 
enthusiasm when digital technologies of any kind were introduced. Facilitator #3 
explained to me how before they bring school groups down the hallway of the 
British Museum basement and into the SDDC, they make sure to talk to them 
outside and explain that there will be technologies in the space. At that point, they 
Vaid, Whe eQeUg\ OeYeO RfWeQ hiWV iWV Seak. ´The\ geW VR e[ciWed RQce Whe\ kQRZ 
WheUe·V gRiQg WR be WechQRORg\ [«] aV faU aV ZhaW iW iV, I·P QRW acWXaOO\ VXUe WhaW iW 
eYeQ PaWWeUV aQ\PRUe aW WhaW SRiQW,µ Whe\ Vaid, OaXghiQg. ´JXVW Whe idea Whe\·Ue 
going to work with technology ² WhaW·V Whe big hRRk. AQd I XVed WR be a WeacheU, aQd 
it was the same with a boring ICT lab too. The kids just loved it.69µ 
 
 
69 ´The\ UeaOO\ Oike WabOeWV,µ Whe\ cRQWiQXed, ´bXW [Whe\ aOVR ORYe] Whe fiOP Wech, Zhen they get to personally 
be a SaUW Rf Whe WhiQgV \RX·Ue cUeaWiQg [«] IW·V abRXW fiQdiQg a Za\ WR cRPPXQicaWe ZiWh Whe RbjecWV aQd ZiWh Whe 
SaVW, Zhich I WhiQk iV TXiWe a difficXOW WhiQg fRU iQdiYidXaOV WR dR [«] if iW·V QRW WheiU PaiQ iQWeUeVW. FiQdiQg WhRse 
aQchRU SRiQWV [«] abVROXWeO\, iW·V abRXW fiQdiQg WhaW hRRk.µ 
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Before drawing up a plan for a new session, Manager #1 said they spent a lot of 
time first looking through the latest software and tools that Samsung had made 
recently available in order to find the most appropriate options that would resonate 
fRU diffeUeQW kiQdV Rf OeaUQeUV. PaUW Rf Whe SDDC·V SRZeU ZheQ iW caPe WR iWV 
youngest and least experienced learners, they said, was in enabling that kind of 
excitement ² but while they wanted sessions to feel fun and exciting, they also 
ZaQWed WR aYRid a ´Wech fRU Whe Vake Rf Wech ViWXaWiRQµ. A deYice did QRW Qeed WR be 
new, they said, to feel exciting to its users. They recalled a period, for example, 
where the device that had excited students the most was a little Samsung camera, 
Zhich Whe\ deVcUibed aV ´baVicaOO\ Oike ShRQeV, ZiWhRXW beiQg abOe WR Pake ShRQe 
caOOV. The\ hadQ·W VeeQ WheP befRUe, VR Whey just loved them, even though they 
ZeUeQ·W UeaOO\ aQ\ diffeUeQW fURP ShRQeV. I WhiQk SaPVXQg haV diVcRQWiQXed WheP 
QRZ, bXW Whe kidV didQ·W eYeQ caUe.µ 
  
WheQ iW caPe WR SaPVXQg·V PRUe e[SeUiPeQWaO RffeUiQgV, WheUe ZeUe RWheU 
limitations to implementation. Regarding VR70 technologies, which were still not 
readily available at the time of research, the equipment itself, while available, 
could only be tested by users over the age of 13 due to health and safety concerns. 
´IW·V UeaOO\ aQQR\iQg,µ SiWe MaQageU #1 Vaid. ´I geW WhaW iW·V VWiOO becaXVe iW·V VR QeZ, 
but it really limits what museums like us can do with the possibilities of that. I 
ZRXOdQ·W be VXUSUiVed if aOO Wech cRPSaQieV VWaUWed iQYeVWiQg iQ UeVeaUch VR SeRSOe 
caQ XVe VR eTXiSPeQW ZheQ Whe\·Ue \RXQgeU« bXW fRU QRZ, Ze caQ RQO\ XVe iW fRU 
WeeQageUV [«] ZaVWed RSSRUWXQiWieV.µ The faciOiWaWRUV I VSRke WR ZeUe SURXd Rf WheiU 
efforts to get around such limitations, by experimenting with other kinds of new 
aSSURacheV WhaW VRPeWiPeV WUaQVceQded Whe VSace·s location entirely.  
 
An example of this was an increase in staff experiments with roaming or ¶blended 
learning· activities that occurred not only in the SDDC, but instead in the 
PXVeXP·V bXVWOiQg GUeaW CRXUW aQd galleries. ´We·Ye jXVW gRW WR Wake WhiQgV WR 
SeRSOeV· iQWeUeVWV, aQd WR ZheUe Whe\ acWXaOO\ aUe, PRUe iQ Whe fXWXUe,µ MaQageU #1 
emphasised. Staff explained to me that these kinds of experiments would allow, for 
example, foreign visitors to engage more readily with digiWaO OeaUQiQg acWiYiWieV. ´IV 
[Whe UeaVRQ Whe\ dRQ·W cRPe iQ] becaXVe Whe SaPVXQg CeQWUe·V haQdRXWV aUeQ·W 
 
70 Virtual Reality 
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UeaOO\ RffeUed iQ RWheU OaQgXageV,µ MaQageU #4 PXVed, ´RU iV iW VRPeWhiQg eOVe? I dR 
wonder how we can better access groups who are newer to LondRQ, RU ZhR dRQ·W 
eYeQ OiYe iQ LRQdRQ aW aOO [«] PRUe URaPiQg acceVV, PRUe URaPiQg acWiYiWieV, QRZ 
WhaW ZRXOd be gRRd.µ ThiV VXggeVWiRQ ZaV echRed acURVV cRQYeUVaWiRQV I had ZiWh 
both users and facilitators during my time with the SDDC, and it had been more 
recently implemented with great success. ´WhaW PakeV iW UeaOO\ fXQ ZRUkiQg XS 
WheUe,µ FaciOiWaWRU #2 Vaid, ´iV Ze geW WR ZeaU bUighW VhiUWV, ViW aW a bUighW deVk« 
aQd WhaW bUiQgV a YeU\ diffeUeQW eQeUg\ WhaQ iQ heUe.µ USVWaiUV, Whe\ added, 
everyone who walked into the museum got a chance to play and make things with 
the collections ² eYeQ if Whe\ didQ·W VhaUe a cRPPRQ OaQgXage.  
 
The thoughtfulness with which I observed SDDC staff engaging with Samsung 
devices ² and the apparent freedom they were provided to experiment without 
strings attached by Samsung ² revealed to me a space that while constituted out of 
its relations with digital technologies, was also constituted out of its relations with 
other key actors. The actors that were central to its production were not 
necessarily Samsung executives, but instead SDDC staff (and their visions) and 
users (and their feedback). There is another actor, however, whose motivations 
were an especially influential part of these interactions. In the next section, I will 
diVcXVV Whe SDDC·V UeOaWiRQVhiS WR Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP iWVeOf. 
 
5.8 SDDC·V UelaWiRQs with the British Museum  
 
IQ WhiV VecWiRQ, I ZiOO e[SORUe Whe cRPSOe[iWieV Rf Whe SDDC·V iQWeUacWiRQV ZiWh Whe 
BUiWiVh MXVeXP aV iWV hRVW iQVWiWXWiRQ, aQd iQ SaUWicXOaU Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V 
relationship with digital technologies. Despite the aforementioned efforts of SDDC 
staff to experiment with innovations that allowed its activities to be launched in 
RWheU VSaceV acURVV Whe PXVeXP, Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V SROic\ ZheQ iW caPe WR XVeV 
of digital technologies seemed to be one of separation. In 2000, for example, a 
redesign of the British Museum involved the creation of the Clore Education 
Centre and other participatory spaces in the basements underneath the Great 
Court (British Museum 2016). This allowed staff to start to experiment with what 
a ¶digiWaO cOaVVURRP· PighW ORRk Oike befRUe the Samsung partnership emerged. 
Even at that time, however, staff informed me that there had been a general sense 
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amongst them that digital learning efforts were literally and metaphorically siloed 
from the rest of the museum·V acWiYiWieV.  
 
 
Fig. 10: A school group heads into the SDDC basement. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
These perceptions seemed to originate from the understanding that unlike other 
large public museums in London such as the V&A (who has full-time digital 
curators as well as digital learning and programme teams), the British Museum 
did not at the time of writing attempt to blend staff proficient in creative 
applications of digital technologies across its many teams. Instead, staff with these 
kinds of skills were typically found on the same team, focused on specific 
deliverables from digital publishing to conservation to A/V. This organisation of 
iQVWiWXWiRQaO UeOaWiRQV PeaQW WhaW deVSiWe Whe SDDC·V deSOR\PeQW Rf SRZeUfXO QeZ 
making-as-learning approaches for British Museum engagement, there was still a 
feeling amongst my informants that the museum was too unwieldy and resource-
limited to conceptualise how these methods could be more widely integrated.  
 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, the British Museum has always been a hub of 
institutional ² and sometimes, state ² power, as manifested in its retentionist 
strategies and display of contentious artefacts. It reinforces this dominance largely 
through internal mechanisms of power/knowledge, which Foucault has described 
as ePeUgiQg WhURXgh Whe SURdXcWiRQ aQd ciUcXOaWiRQ Rf aQ ´ecRQRP\ Rf diVcRXUVeµ 
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(1980, 93). This economy of discourse can be seen in the immense influence of the 
PXVeXP·V WUadiWiRQaO URXWiQeV aQd UiWXaOV. IQfRUPaQWV diVcXVVed WheiU fUXVWUaWiRQ 
at the continued power of these routines, explaining the blockages they 
encountered when trying to enable change across departments by using phrases 
Oike ´ROd Za\V Rf WhiQkiQgµ aQd ´ROd Za\V Rf dRiQgµ WR deVcUibe iQWeUQaO UeOaWiRQV. I 
also sensed that staff had been informed that in speaking to me, the British 
Museum brand needed to be protected at all costs, with almost all informants 
requesting anonymity before speaking more candidly. 
 
´I·P heUe becaXVe I eQjR\ Whe ZRUk,µ CROOabRUaWRU #1 Vaid. ´BXW VRPe SeRSOe OiYe RQ 
the facW WhaW iW·V Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP. The\ geW SRZeU Pad. ThaW ceUWaiQO\ haV aQ 
effecW RQ geWWiQg WhiQgV dRQe, RQ chaQgiQg aWWiWXdeV, aQd RQ iQQRYaWiQg.µ The\ feOW 
that some of this could be explained by observing Whe PXVeXP·V PeWhRd Rf 
encouraging competiWiRQ fRU iQWeUQaO UeVRXUceV aPRQgVW WeaPV. ´Now, this is me 
UeaOO\ VSeakiQg P\ PiQd« bXW WhiV PXVeXP, becaXVe iW·V VR big, eYeU\ deSaUWPeQW 
haV a VRUW Rf VWakehROdeU [«] VR if \RX gR WR Whe GUeek aQd RRPaQ GaOOeU\, WheUe 
the curators have ownership over thaW gaOOeU\ [«] VR Whe\ dR deVigQ Rf Whe VSace, 
and they maintain it personally, and they have to bring in their own funding or 
cRPSeWe fRU iQWeUQaO fXQdiQg fRU iW. BXW WhiV PeaQV WhaW if WheUe iV a [«] Siece Rf 
technology that dies somewhere, they have to pay out of their own pocket to fix it 
[«] IW·V a deYROXWiRQ Rf SRZeU UeaOO\.µ  
 
Thus, despite the SDDC providing a potentially viable model for more collaborative 
object-oriented interactions with digital technologies across teams through 
experimental and agile approaches to programme development, the British 
MXVeXP·V PaiQWeQaQce Rf iWV RZQ traditional cultural subjectivity seemed to 
obstruct such possibilities rather than highlight them. While the exhibitions-
fRcXVed diVcRXUVe Rf Whe PXVeXP·V aQQXaO UeYieZs has typically displayed visitor 
figures for the SDDC, the reports have provided publics with very few mentions of 
the specifics of its programme since it opened, or how it has been innovatively 
developed and iterated upon based on user experiences. In its 2017 Annual Report, 
for example, the British Museum devotes several pages to detailing other research, 
conservation, curatorial and community initiatives, but only one paragraph to the 
SDDC, stating that it increased its sessions to reach a "record 4,000 primary 
pupils" without discussing any of its practices (British Museum 2017c, 22). 
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MaQageU #1 e[SOaiQed WhaW a SRVVibOe UeaVRQ fRU WhiV ZaV a ´TXaQWiW\ YeUVXV 
TXaOiW\µ iVVXe. ´IW·V jXVW VXch a big PXVeXP,µ Whe\ Vaid. ´We·Ye gRW 1,000 SeRSOe 
who work here. And within the Schools team we have 250,000 visitors a year, 5,000 
Rf Zhich aUe SaPVXQg YiViWRUV. SR iW·V TXiWe VPaOO, cRPSaUaWiYeO\. FaPiOieV Pake 
XS 30% Rf RXU YiViWRUV« VR WhaW iV 2 PiOOiRQ aQQXaOO\ [RXW Rf] Oike, 10,000. Which iV 
huge for facilitated sessions, but not really on the scale of the museum. So can we 
faciOiWaWe RUgaQiVaWiRQaO chaQge iQ WhaW VeWWiQg? I dRQ·W kQRZ.µ They also explained 
WheiU UeOXcWaQce WR WU\ WR bURadcaVW Whe SDDC·V OeVVRQV PRUe ZideO\, WheiU feeOiQg 
that it would be futile to try because of the differences of scale experienced by other 
WeaPV: ´EYeU\RQe across the museum who has worked with us is impressed with 
Whe VSace, Oike cXUaWRUV RU deVigQeUV, bXW I dRQ·W kQRZ [ZhaW RXU iPSacW iV] RWheU 
than colloquial moments. [We do have data] in terms of our day to day learning 
about what we do, and how we impact how audiences think about collections [but] 
Ze jXVW XVe iW WR UefOecW RQ RXU RZQ SUacWiceV [«] AQd I feeO Oike Ze cRXOd dR PRUe WR 
share what we learn as well. We are such a reflexive practice, always trying to 
iPSURYe, bXW WhaW dReVQ·W UeaOO\ OeaYe RXU WeaP.µ 
 
Another reason for a lack of institutional change suggested by informants was 
ZhaW ZaV SeUceiYed aV a ´Wech-OaWeU aWWiWXdeµ, aV CROOabRUaWRU #2 SXW iW, RQ Whe SaUW 
of Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP. ´The digiWaO VWUaWeg\ heUe iV jXVW iQVaQeO\ behiQd,µ 
CROOabRUaWRU #1 Vaid. ´TheUe·V QR PRQe\ fRU iW; WU\iQg WR chaQge hRZ Whe PXVeXP 
aQd VXch iV fXQded ZRXOd jXVW be cUa]\. ThaW·V Zh\ Whe SDDC e[iVWV, becaXVe Whe\ 
were like we need someWhiQg QeZ heUe, VR OeW·V jXVW dR a SaUWQeUVhiS.µ A ORW Rf WhiV 
inertia, they believed, resulted from the internal hierarchies that were maintained 
b\ Whe iQVWiWXWiRQ iWVeOf. ´If \RX WU\ aQd chaQge a WhiQg heUe, SeRSOe ZiOO WeOO \RX iW·V 
a great idea until it gets to a certain stage, high up, 10 or 12 different managers 
OaWeU« WheQ ZhaW haSSeQV iV iW VWaUWV eQcURachiQg RQ WheiU SRZeU. AQd PXVeXPV 
aUe aOO abRXW SRZeU. NR RQe iV Said ZeOO. SR iW·V aOO abRXW Whe SUeVWige Rf aQ idea.µ 
When asked whether they felt the SDDC could potentially challenge those ways of 
ZRUkiQg, Whe\ UePaiQed VkeSWicaO. ´AgiOe, RSeQ WechQRORgieV aUe a chaQge Rf cXOWXUe, 
aQd WhaW·V a UeaO iVVXe fRU WhiV SOace. IW·V WUadiWiRQaO [«] IW·V a YeU\ VWUXcWXUaO, Uigid 
system and has been for years. How do you make that organizational change 
WhURXgh URRPV Oike WhiV? IQ PaQ\ caVeV, \RX caQ·W. The SRZeU VWUXcWXUe heUe iV VR 
diOXWed, ZiWh Whe XSSeU echeORQV VR UePRYed.µ WheQ I asked a group of facilitators 
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whether they felt the SDDC might inspire these upper echelons to experiment with 
more blended learning approaches across the museum, they only laughed, saying 
they suspected many of them had never even entered the basement. 
 
This being said, there waV eYideQce WhaW Whe SDDC·V cUeaWiYe aSSURacheV WR digital 
technologies were starting to be noticed. In its most recent Annual Review, for 
example, the British Museum stated that the SDDC helped it win the 2017 
¶LeadiQg CXOWXUaO DeVWiQaWiRQV AZaUd fRU BeVW DigiWaO MXVeXP E[SeUieQce·. The 
report then proceeded to discuss the SDDC over six paragraphs of the report, 
outlining in greater depth than in previous reports hRZ Whe SDDC·V SURgUaPPiQg 
´eQabOe[V] Whe BM WR UXQ RQe Rf Whe UK·V bXVieVW PXVeXP SURgUaPPeV fRU faPiOieV 
WhURXghRXW Whe \eaUµ (BUiWiVh MXVeXP 2018b, 25). Manager #2, meanwhile, 
reflected on the value of internal advocacy efforts that worked to include British 
MXVeXP VWaff WhePVeOYeV iQ Whe SDDC·V SURgUaPPeV. ´SR we have done staff 
breakfast talks and things like that, making ourselves available on the Great 
CRXUW [«] aQd QRW RQO\ haY[iQg] e[WeUQaO SeRSOe YiViWiQg, bXW aOVR geWWiQg iQWeUQaO 
people coming down with their families. Loads of the staff of the museum have 
checked in. So a lot of it is just making people aware, and making sure they feel 
iQYiWed iQ.µ The\ aOVR e[SOaiQed ZiWh a UeaO VeQVe Rf SUide hRZ Whe\ ZeUe ZRUkiQg 
for the first time with a team of curators in another department to help them 
envision applications of digital technologies for a new gallery space that would soon 
be opened aW Whe PXVeXP. ´IW·V beeQ UeaOO\ ORYeO\,µ Whe\ Vaid, ´becaXVe WheiU ZRUk iV 
XVXaOO\ dRiQg a,b,c aQd WhiV iV d, e, f« VR WhaW·V e[ciWiQg. The PRUe Ze dR WhaW 
WRgeWheU, Whe PRUe WhiQgV caQ haSSeQ.µ 
 
In a public institution like the British Museum that puts high value on curated 
public experiences that reflect its internal power relations (once colonial artefacts, 
now exhibits sponsored by corporate partners), perhaps the most transformative 
moments are quiet ones like these, which happen behind-the-scenes between 
different groups of staff, and without much fanfare. By enabling new kinds of 
collaboration, where internal resources like digital skills and expertise are shared 
RSeQO\ beWZeeQ WeaPV iQVWead Rf cRPSeWed fRU, ¶QeZ Za\V Rf dRiQg· becRPe SRVVibOe 
that supplant the old. Perhaps it then becomes possible for the approaches of 
spaces like the SDDC to finally start to transcend their spatial bounds. 
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5.8 Conclusion  
 
Fig. 11: Samsung banner, British Museum Great Court. Photo by author, 2016. CC BY. 
 
M\ aiP iQ VSeQdiQg WiPe ZiWh Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V SaPVXQg DigiWaO DiVcRYeU\ 
Centre was to build an in-depth understanding of the unique circumstances of a 
collections makerspace that was dependent on an external partnership with a 
technology company, while at the same time situated within the space of an 
influential public museum. I explored themes UeOaWed WR Whe SDDC·V UeOaWiRQV in 
SaUWicXOaU, Zhich UaQged fURP Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V hiVWRU\ aQd Oegacies, to the 
SDDCs origins and flows of capital, to SDDC programming and practices, and 
fiQaOO\ Whe SDDC·V interactions with Samsung and with the museum itself. 
 
In conclusion, my research findings in this chapter suggest that it was not 
SaPVXQg·V VSRQVRUship of the SDDC that defined how it was produced as a space, 
but instead the hegemonic traditions and hierarchies imposed by the 
SRZeU/kQRZOedge Rf Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP iWVeOf, aV VeeQ WhURXgh iWV ´PaQifROd 
UeOaWiRQV Rf SRZeUµ (FRXcaXOW aQd GRUdRQ 1980, 93). While the Samsung 
relationship certainly had a few strings attached, one being that the SDDC needed 
to utilise Samsung-branded digital technologies, Whe cRPSaQ\·V substantial 
presence in the museum was far less restrictive to the visions and plans of SDDC 
faciOiWaWRUV WhaQ I had aVVXPed iW ZRXOd be. OQ Whe cRQWUaU\, Whe SDDC·V UeOaWiRQV 
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with Samsung appeared to open up many new doors of opportunity for its staff, 
providing them with a real mandate ² along with the necessary tools and 
resources, a luxury in an increasingly competitive funding environment as 
illustrated in Chapter 2 ² to experiment with new modes of engagement with the 
BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V cROOecWiRQV. AV I OeaUQed ZhiOe SOaQQiQg Whe Speculative 
Universes workshop, the ways the SDDC were enacted were defined in large part 
by the regimented agile development processes that had been built by its staff to 
organise their own activities; the feedback of its discerning and repeat users; and 
the requirements that had been imbued by its own ambitious deliverables.  
 
WhiOe Whe SDDC·V faciOiWaWRUV aQd XVeUV did haYe Whe SRZeU WR SURdXce aQd iWeUaWe 
on the space according to their own imaginaries, I also observed how the SDDC 
remained beholden to the goodwill of a host institution that remained largely 
ambivalent towards digital technologies, and at times disseminated conflicting 
discourses through its own repetitions of power/knowledge that seemed to discount 
their utility. It was evident, for example, that the provision of funding for a staff 
team who could focus their attentions entirely on a digital learning space like the 
SDDC had emerged not from the museum itself, but instead from the 
philanthrocapitalist motives of Samsung as its external corporate sponsor. 
Partnerships of this kind have been criticised for diverting attention away from the 
failings of late-stage capitalism by encouraging free enterprise, entrepreneurialism 
and cuts to public funding through a ¶cReUciYe· geQeURViW\ WhaW geographers Iain 
Ha\ aQd SaPaQWha MXOOeU haYe aUgXed RQO\ RccXUV ´XQdeU ceUWaiQ cRQdiWiRQVµ 
(2014, 636). In the case of Samsung and SDDC staff, however, the conditions of the 
relationship seemed to have been emerged from a real sense of like-mindedness, 
with both groups of actors aspiring to enable new cultural engagements through 
uses of digital tools for their own reasons. This symbiosis provided SDDC 
facilitators with the freedom to experiment with Samsung technologies on their 
own terms, in ways that directly applied to the evolving needs of SDDC users. The 
greatest impact of the SDDC space on the British Museum itself, therefore, can 
perhaps be found in the ways that these experiments have challenged the 
PXVeXP·V RZQ UeiQfRUcePeQW Rf cRPSeWiWiRQ aQd eQWerprise between its own staff 
teams, by suggesting new and more collaborative ways of interacting. 
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WheQ Whe VecRQd URXQd Rf SaPVXQg·V SaUWQeUVhiS ZiWh Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP 
reaches completion in late 2019, my informants said that they hoped very much 
that it would be renewed, because the SDDC was reaching more learners of diverse 
backgrounds than ever before ² and there was always more to be done. Of 
SaUWicXOaU SURPiVe WR Whe SDDC·V fXWXUe were the roaming digital learning 
activities that transcend its space entirely, which SDDC staff were experimenting 
with to provide wider access to other kinds of users ² as well as early plans for 
initiatives that saw the SDDC collaborating with smaller museums in the U.K. 
who do not have funding for their own digital making SURgUaPPeV. ´I dRQ·W WhiQk 
PXVeXPV WRda\ ZaQW WR be VeeQ aV dXVW\ URRPV ZiWh PaQXVcUiSWV,µ CROOabRUaWRU #2 
UefOecWed. ´The\ ZaQW WR be VeeQ aV a bUighW gOaVV bXiOdiQg ZiWh WabOeW[V] \RX caQ 
SOa\ ZiWh« becaXVe WhaW·V baVicaOO\ ZhaW OeaUQiQg iV WRda\ [«] iW·V abRXW a 
cROOabRUaWiYe effRUW Rf VhaUiQg kQRZOedge, SaUWiciSaWiQg, OeaUQiQg WRgeWheU.µ 
 
As a result, despite its implicit reinforcement of the flows of capital and commerce 
that increasingly influence museums through their partnerships with external 
companies, the Samsung Digital Discovery Centre still carries the power to 
WUaQVfRUP Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V ROd Za\V b\ RffeUiQg iWV VWaff aQd YiViWRUV WaQgibOe 
examples of new ones. Much like a science lab, my research has found that the 
SDDC·V experiments in creative digital learning and agile development can inspire 
widespread transformations across the museum itself ² if it stops to listen. 
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6. Taylor Digital Studio and Tate 
Exchange  
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
“As makerspaces are incorporated into the fabric of museums, museums must make 
a fundamental shift in approach that not only allows for, but also fosters, elements 
of community practice.µ 
  - Lisa Brahms et al, 2016 
 
ThiV chaSWeU iV fiUVW aQd fRUePRVW aQ e[SORUaWiRQ Rf RQe Rf Whe U.K.·V fiUVW 
collections makerspaces, the Taylor Digital Studio at the Tate Britain. It is also an 
examination of what happened when another experimental space, Tate Exchange, 
was opened at Tate Modern, a neighbouring gallery within the same institution. 
While I observed the Digital Studio as a space that was continually enacted as a 
collections makerspace due to its technical affordances and mandate, Tate 
E[chaQge·V OiPiWed WechQicaO affRUdaQceV meant that it was only occasionally 
enacted as such. Despite this, Tate Exchange was the better resourced of the two 
spaces when it came to both dedicated staff time and institutional attention. In this 
chapter, I will explore the nuances of these kinds of interspace negotiations, and 
how they are associated with evolving power-geometries (Massey 1993) of 
institutional agency and access.  
 
The chapter is organised as follows. I will begin with a brief examination of TaWe·V 
history, and the funded spaces it uses to promote public engagement in the arts. I 
will then explore the space of the Digital Studio, with reference to its 
programming, its practices, its relations between users and facilitators, and its 
impacts. This will be followed by an examination of the emergence of Tate 
Exchange, and its encounters with the Digital Studio. The chapter will then 
address the impacts of both spaces on institutional power relations, as 
demonstrated in the relations between the spaces and Tate, and between the 
spaces and their users. I will conclude the chapter with a discussion of the three 
main findings of these inquiries. 
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6.2 Tate history: Agency through capital 
 
Fig. 1: Ai WeiZei·s ¶sXnfloZer seeds· interYention, Tate Modern Turbine Hall (Pycock 2010). 
 
AV RQe Rf LRQdRQ·V ROdeVW aQd PRVW YiViWed71 public art institutions, Tate has 
experimented with new kinds of spaces since the first Tate gallery opened in 1897 
on the marshy site of the infamous72 Millbank Penitentiary. The creation of this 
building (now called Tate Britain) was funded by the sugar mogul Henry Tate, who 
donated his personal collection to the nation on the condition that it would be 
housed in a public gallery dedicated to British art (Tate 2017b). Tate then 
expanded to include Tate Liverpool in 1988, Tate St Ives in 1993, and its second 
London gallery at Tate Modern in 2000, the latter focusing on international 
contemporary and modern art.  
 
TaWe·V VXcceVV aW aWWUacWiQg caSiWaO haV been essential to the creation and 
maintenance of its VSaceV. TaWe MRdeUQ·V TXUbiQe HaOO, for example (see Fig. 12) is 
a refurbished power station bought by Tate in 1994, and its programming tries to 
UeiQfRUce TaWe·V ´UeSXWaWiRQ Rf acceVV aQd iQcOXViRQµ (Dean, Donnellan, and Pratt 
 
71 Over 8 million people visited Tate galleries in 2017 alone (Tate 2018a). 
72 The MiOObaQk PeQiWeQWiaU\ ZaV kQRZQ fRU aOPRVW becRPiQg Whe ViWe Rf JeUeP\ BeQWhaP·V PaQRSWicRQ, 
and also for its swampy conditions, which when combined with the poor diets of its inmates, lead to various 
disease outbreaks that necessitated evacuation in the 1800s (McRorie Higgins 2006). 
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2010, 81). The architects of the Turbine Hall cRQceiYed Rf iW aV ´VRPeWhiQg WhaW 
OiWeUaOO\ aWWUacWV SeRSOe, a SXbOic SOa]aµ (Harvie 2009, 206). True to these aims, the 
space drew 5.2 million visitors in its first year alone (Tate Archive 2008, n.p.). Jen 
HaUYie haV diVcXVVed hRZ Whe e[WeQW Rf TaWe·V iQfOXeQce iQ dUaZiQg SUiYaWe 
VSRQVRUVhiS iQ SaUWicXOaU caQ be VeeQ iQ Whe ´aOPRVW eTXaO SXbOic/SUiYaWe fXQdiQgµ 
Rf 134.5 PiOOiRQ WhaW ZeQW WRZaUdV Whe TXUbiQe HaOO·V SXUchaVe aQd UeQRYation 
(2009, 201). Its programming was sponsored for 12 years by the consumer goods 
company Unilever, and has since been sponsored by Hyundai Motor, who in 2014 
RffeUed TaWe aQ ´XQdiVcORVed VeYeQ-figXUe VXPµ (FXUQeVV 2014, n.p.).  
 
In 2016, the Tate Modern was expanded to include a new wing called Switch 
HRXVe, aWWUacWiQg 11 PRUe ¶CRUSRUaWe MePbeUV· aV iWV VSRQVRUV, each Rf ZhRP ZeUe 
RffeUed ´XQUiYaOOed VSaceV fRU eYeQWV aQd eQWeUWaiQiQg iQ Whe QeZ TaWeµ (Tate 
2016b, 46). During the £260m refurbishments of thiV QeZ ZiQg, Whe WiWOe Rf ¶SZiWch 
HRXVe· ZaV UeSOaced ZiWh ¶BOaYaWQik BXiOdiQg· afWeU Whe biOOiRQaiUe ROigaUch LeQ 
BOaYaWQik Pade RQe Rf Whe OaUgeVW dRQaWiRQV iQ TaWe·V hiVWRU\ (EOOiV-Petersen 2017, 
n.p.). Such support comes with its own complications, however, as seen in the high-
profile protests against the sponsorship of gas company BP at Tate Modern 
examined in Chapter 2.  
 
Another set of complications can be seen in the uneven relations that emerge when 
experimental spaces are opened according to different funding schemes at 
neighbouring galleries ² each of which, like the Turbine Hall, aim to enable new 
modes of public participation. While Tate has long been a proponent of creative 
implementations of digital technologies (as its first commissioned piece of net art 
b\ MRQgUeO Media·V GUahaP HaUZRRd iOOXVWUaWed in Chapter 2), the Taylor Digital 
SWXdiR iV TaWe·V fiUVW dedicaWed VSace fRU digiWaO OeaUQiQg practices. The Studio was 
envisioned as part of a large-scale refurbishment of Tate Britain in 2013, with a set 
aPRXQW Rf fXQdiQg fURP TaWe·V caSiWaO gUaQW73 and also from the Taylor family, who 
sponsor various kinds of educational programmes around the world74. Tate 
Exchange, meanwhile, opened at Tate Modern three years later as part of the 2016 
Switch House extension. Its sponsors included the Freelands Foundation, the Paul 
 
73 Part of a Grant in Aid from the UK Parliament, which is made up of a revenue grant to support 
operations, a capital expenditure grant to support maintenance of fixed assets, and a capital grant which, 
combined with sponsorships and gifts from private donors, is used to fund new building work (Tate 2014a). 
74 Details can be found at https://ttff.org/  
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HaPO\Q FRXQdaWiRQ, TaWe·V PaWURQV, aQd PePbeUV Rf Whe 60 aUWV RUgaQiVaWiRQV, 
community gURXSV, VchRROV aQd cRPSaQieV caOOed ¶AVVRciaWeV· ZhR aOVR signed up to 
the Tate Exchange ethos (Tate 2018a, 12, 124). A substantial amount of public 
funds75 were additionally donated to Tate Exchange when it opened, which the 
media scholar Eleonora Belfiore (2016) has stated came in response to continued 
concerns about uneven museum engagement amongst U.K. residents according to 
OeYeOV Rf VRciRecRQRPic SUiYiOege, aV diVcXVVed iQ WhiV WheViV·V iQWURdXcWiRQ.  
 
The origin tales of the Digital Studio and Tate Exchange are important, because 
like the sponsored space of the Turbine Hall, their relations are perforated by flows 
of capital, which are manifested through a ´diVWiQcWiYe hiVWRUicaO geRgUaSh\µ 
(Harvey 1989, 1) which has both enabled them to exist, and which continues to 
articulate the level of institutional resources that are devoted to their production. 
This also relates to the amount of privilege and power that is accorded to each 
space within the ecosystem of Tate itself. In the next section, I will start to explore 
these relations by introducing the space of the Taylor Digital Studio in particular. 
 
6.3 Digital Studio affordances and programming  
Fig. 2: Side view of Taylor Digital Studio, 2016. Photo by author, CC-BY. 
 
 
75 Including £50m from the Department for Digital, Media, Culture and Sport, £7m from the Greater 
London Authority, and £1m from Southwark Council (Belfiore 2016). 
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The Taylor Digital Studio was first imagined during a large-scale refurbishment of 
the oldest parts of the Tate Britain building from 2011 to 2013 as part of the 20-
\eaU ¶MiOObaQk PURjecW· (TaWe 2013). IW ZaV SOaced iQ a space that already existed, 
which was situated behind the museum·V WickeW deVk and held TaWe·V aUchiYe 
library. The VSace·V QeZ digiWaOO\-focused layout, which included a computer lab 
area, a lounge area, a retractable curtain for film screenings, and wired-up round 
tables attached to the floor, was designed by an architectural firm in collaboration 
ZiWh TaWe VWaff, ZiWh Whe aiP Rf iQVSiUiQg QeZ iQWeUacWiRQV ZiWh TaWe BUiWaiQ·V 
cROOecWiRQV b\ addiQg ´a cUeaWiYe digiWaO diPeQViRQ WR RXU e[iVWiQg OeaUQiQg 
SURgUaPPeVµ (TaWe 2014b, n.p.). Its technical affordances, meanwhile, proudly 
described at the time aV ´VWaWe-of-the-aUW digiWaO eTXiSPeQWµ (TaWe 2013, n.p.), 
included desktop and laptop Macs and PCs attached to a long table, a LAN (local 
area network) for data storage, an Apple TV, Mac Mini and projector to screen 
digital content, an industrial printer and the capabilities to install software like 
Whe AdRbe cUeaWiYe VXiWe iQdeSeQdeQWO\ fURP TaWe·V ceQWUaOO\ cRQWUROOed 
institutional network.  
 
Rebecca SiQkeU, TaWe·V DigiWaO LeaUQiQg CRQYeQeU, was formative in the Digital 
SWXdiR·V eaUO\ deYeORSPeQW, aQd cRQWiQXed WR supervise its daily operations 
alongside Digital Studio Manager Luca Damiani during my time there. She 
explained to me how planning the Studio had been a natural extension of work she 
had aOUead\ beeQ eQgaged iQ aW TaWe PRUe bURadO\ WR bUidge ´ZhaW LeaUQiQg ZaV 
doing and what the digital teams were doing at the Tate. Before that, many in 
digital were only speaking to learning when they needed to put something online. 
BXW WhiQgV Qeeded WR be chaQged [«] RXU TXeVWiRQ WheUefRUe [iQ DigiWaO LeaUQiQg] iV 
ZhaW aUe Whe affRUdaQceV Rf digiWaO WechQRORg\ WhaW RWheU SOaWfRUPV dRQ·W dR? We 
aUe YeU\ PXch baVed RQ ZRUkiQg cROOabRUaWiYeO\ [«] ZiWh Pany audiences, using 
Pedia aUWV SUacWiceV [«] TaWe didQ·W UeaOO\ haYe WhRVe cROOabRUaWiYe VWUXcWXUeV aW 
the time, so a lot of what I did early on in this role was be a negotiator, diplomat, 
VeWWiQg XS VWUXcWXUeV WR cROOabRUaWe [«] OeaUQ fURP each RWheU·V Vkillsets, to 
QeWZRUk PXch PRUe RSeQ Za\V Rf ZRUkiQg ZiWhiQ a big, diVSaUaWe iQVWiWXWiRQµ 
(interview 25/01/17). 
 
Before starting with Tate, Rebecca worked in media arts in the 1990s, where she 
had experienced first-hand the possibilities of bringing together ´cUeaWiYe ecRORgieVµ 
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Rf aUWiVWV, SURgUaPPeUV aQd PXViciaQV fRU SURjecWV ZiWh a ´SaUWiciSaWRU\ aVSecW [«] 
WR ZRUk cROOabRUaWiYeO\ aQd heOS gURXSV cRQQecWµ. FRU e[aPSOe, ´I ZaV SaUW Rf a QeW-
art project connecting Canada, the U.K. and Hungary I think using IRC and 
MRVaic iQ 1994« WhRVe ZeUe Whe da\V [OaXghWeU]. SR Whe SRVVibiOiWieV Rf dRiQg WhiQgV 
Oike WhaW aW WhaW WiPe, e[SORUiQg [«] Whe SROiWicV Rf ZhaW QeW aUW ZaV abRXW ² 
collaboration, communication across the network ² in a way that ultimately got 
drowned RXW b\ cRUSRUaWiRQV« WheUe ZaV a PRPeQW. ThaW ZaV YeU\ iQVSiUiQg fRU 
Pe.µ 
 
Rebecca explained that while planning the Digital Studio, her team had made 
several trips to other sites for making in the U.K., in particular sites that would 
fall under the egalitarian first-wave of shared machine shops discussed in Chapter 
2, WR ´XQdeUVWaQd hRZ Whe\ ZeUe VeW XS, ZhaW WheiU aiPV ZeUe, ZhaW WheiU 
cRQVWiWXeQcieV ZeUe [«] ZhaW Ze cRXOd bRUURZ aQd XVe heUe.µ Rebecca had beeQ 
inspired by Access Space in Sheffield, foU e[aPSOe, becaXVe Rf iWV ´YeU\ gUaVVURRWV 
kiQd Rf cRPPXQiW\µ, Whe Za\ iW WUied WR ´Pake XVeV Rf WechQRORg\ aYaiOabOe WR Whe 
widest range of people, using those who are highly skilled to support those who are 
aOPRVW eQWiUeO\ XQVkiOOedµ aQd iWV fRcXV RQ ´RSeQiQg XS acceVVµ. She aOVR RbVeUYed 
hRZ Whe aQWhURSRORgiVW Mi]XkR IWR·V HOMAGO fUaPeZRUk76 (Hanging Out, 
MeVViQg AURXQd, GeekiQg OXW) ZaV aSSOied iQ WheVe VSaceV. ´If \RX ZaQW WR bUiQg 
iQ \RXQg SeRSOe ZhR aUeQ·W a SaUW Rf WheVe Pedia OabV aOUead\,µ Vhe fRXQd, ´\RX jXVW 
need to make it the kind of place they want to hang out, much like shopping malls. 
WaUP, caVXaO [«] WheQ RQce Whe\·Ue WheUe, \RX iQWURdXce WheP iQ ORZ-level ways to 
iQWeUacWiYe WechQRORgieV Whe\ acWXaOO\ ZaQW WR XVe« geW WheP VkiOOed XS WR Whe 
SRiQW ZheUe Whe\ caQ haYe ageQc\« WheQ ¶geekiQg RXW· iV Qe[W, RQce Whe\·Ue hRRked 
RQ fiOPPakiQg, ShRWRVhRS, VRXQd WechQRORg\« then you offer a much more 
cRQceQWUaWed VSace.µ 
 
These kinds of findings were important, because under the Millbank Project the 
Digital Studio had received funding from the Taylor Family Foundation to support 
its creation as the first digital space of its kind at Tate. Dan Crompton, Tate's A/V 
manager, told me how Tate staff collaborated across teams to determine its 
 
76 This framework emerged from an influential and collaborative publication on digital practices amongst 
young people by Ito and her colleagues (IWż 2010) which introduced the HOMAGO framework as a model for user 
engagement and the creation of new learning software which understood young people as digital innovators.  
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technical affoUdaQceV: "The fXQdiQg giYeQ b\ Ta\ORU ZaV YeU\ geQeURXV,µ he Vaid, 
´bXW iW ZaV QRW iQfiQiWe [...] VR Ze had WR figXUe RXW ZhaW ZRXOd ZRUk fRU WhaW VSace 
together [...] Over time a technology becomes obsolete, so we wanted a space that 
ZaVQ·W deSeQdeQW RQ completely restripping, a space that was modular [...] looking 
at the size and shape, the budgets of the Taylor Studio, its possibilities for making, 
a 3D SUiQWeU ZaV jXVW RQe Za\ Rf ORRkiQg aW WhaW [«] fRcXViQg RQ Whe YiUWXaO VSace 
was more important [...] TheUe·V a ZhROe VSecWUXP Rf digiWaO PakiQg SUacWiceV WhaW 
dRQ·W Qeed WR iQYROYe high Wech PakiQgµ (interview 27/02/17). As the planning 
continued, it also became evident there would not be enough budget to provide a 
full-time member of staff to manage the VSace. ´ThaW iQ iWVeOf cUeaWed aQ 
iQWeUeVWiQg TXeVWiRQ,µ Rebecca Vaid, ´Rf hRZ dR Ze cUeaWe a SURgUaPPe ZiWhRXW 
programme funding, which led us to find ways to weave other teams in to do a lot 
Rf iW ZiWh XV. ThaW iQYROYed [«] ORWV Rf faQc\ fRRWZRUk, WR Pake budget go a very 
ORQg Za\.µ 
 
As a result of these circumstances, the Digital Studio had the smallest dedicated 
staff team of any of the spaces I worked with in this study. Its programming was 
planned by Luca and Rebecca, both of whom only worked part-time. As a result, 
they often needed to collaborate with many other facilitators (from Tate staff to 
external practitioners) to keep the space running. Luca explained that this 
involved ´ORadV Rf SaUWiciSaWiRQ [«] a ORW Rf bUidgiQg beWZeeQ WeaPV. ThiV iV a 
constant challenge. Learning how to deal with different people with different 
digiWaO backgURXQdV [«] OeaUQiQg faciOiWaWRUV, aUWiVWV, WechQRORgiVWV, cXUaWRUV, Ze aOO 
haYe WR debaWe WhiQgV befRUe Whe\ caQ UeaOO\ ZRUk « WhiV iV hRZ Ze·Ye bXiOW a 
cRPPXQiW\µ (interview 03/02/17). As a result of this way of working, peer 
production became not only central to the programming of the Digital Studio, but 
also a core part of how it worked as a space. In the next section, I will explore this 
further by examining how the SWXdiR·V practices manifested during events. 
  
6.4 Digital Studio practices and events 
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Fig. 3: Meme-making workshop in the Digital Studio, 2016. Photo by author, CC-BY. 
 
As mentioned in the foreword to this thesis, I first encountered the Digital Studio 
before my PhD started. My interaction with it as researcher-in-residence, however, 
began with the acquisition of data for the Digital Studio Remix archive website as 
my first piece of action research. This project, which was explored in more depth in 
Chapter 4, gave me the chance to be introduced to 50 facilitators who had been 
iQYROYed iQ 35 Rf Whe SWXdiR·V PRVW QRWabOe eYeQWV. I aVked 21 Rf WheVe iQdiYidXaOV if 
I could conduct expert interviews with them about the space, from which I received 
many of the core insights of this chapter. At the same time, I also participant-
observed 5 public-facing and 5 staff-facing events. This provided me with a wide 
overview of typical Digital Studio practices, from remixing to designing, testing to 
debating, and playing to planning. It also helped me understand the centrality of 
peer production to how the space was enacted. 
 
I learned from Studio managers that Whe VSace·V experimentation with peer 
SURdXcWiRQ SUacWiceV had begXQ ZiWh Whe ¶VRfW OaXQch· SeUiRd Rf iWV fiUVW \eaU, Zhich 
included inviting teams across the Tate, from curators to conservators, to facilitate 
WheiU RZQ eYeQWV iQ Whe VSace. ´EYeU\ WiPe Ze did aQ\WhiQg,µ Rebecca Vaid, ´Ze·d 
aVk SeRSOe abRXW WheiU e[SeUieQceV [«] aQd WheQ aW Whe eQd Rf Whe fiUVW 6 PRQWhV, 
Ze UeaOiVed WhiV iV aOZa\V hRZ Ze haYe WR ZRUk iQ heUe [«] eYeU\WhiQg PXVW be 
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UefOecWed, iWeUaWed, WUied ZiWh cROOeagXeV, aVkiQg Whe SXbOic [«] VR iW haV becRPe a 
live testing space. The modus operandi has become the pedagogy for the entire 
VSace iWVeOf.µ B\ eQcRXUagiQg DigiWaO SWXdiR faciOiWaWRUV WR cRQWiQXe XViQg Whe VSace 
in experimental and collaborative ways, its managers were both able to address its 
lack of dedicated staff resource, and learn where its strengths were as a space. 
 
It soon became clear that events which involved both a confident facilitator and 
hands-on making and learning activities worked well, such as remixing artworks 
from the Tate collection using a variety of digital tools. Examples included 
Soapbox, a blogging and social media skills meetup for people over the age of 60, 
aQd a ¶SeOfie SchRRO· WhaW was part of the Late at Tate series curated by Tate 
Collectives, a leadership programme for young people aged 15-25 who curated 
events at Tate for RWheU \RXQg SeRSOe WR ´cUeaWe, e[SeUieQce aQd eQgageµ (Tate 
2017d, n.p.). In the sold-RXW cRXUVe ¶AUW iQ Whe Age Rf DigiWaO DUifW77· Zhich I 
observed over six weeks in the spring of 2016, curator Helen Kaplinsky and 
Furtherfield co-founder Ruth Catlow asked how modes of viewing and producing 
art were evolving as a result of networked digital cultures, engaging participants in 
hands-RQ gURXS acWiYiWieV Oike Whe ¶SRciaOiW\ MachiQe·, a ZeekO\ iQYiWaWiRQ WR WeVW 
out discussion topics related to ownership and play using a variety of digital tools.  
 
OWheU kiQdV Rf eYeQWV did QRW ZRUk VR ZeOO, Oike a ¶UeVeaUch dURS-iQ· fRU the public to 
use the row of desktop Macs and PCs for personal projects which was both 
understaffed and underattended, suggesting it was not enough to merely open a 
new space in a site of cultural power like Tate, and expect people to feel confident 
eQRXgh WR jXVW cRPe iQ aQd XVe iW. ´I aOZa\V, iQ accRUdaQce ZiWh fXQdiQg 
stipulations, have wanted thiV WR be RSeQ WR Whe ZideVW YaUieW\ Rf aXdieQceV eYeU,µ 
Rebecca UefOecWed, ´bXW iQ P\ RZQ backgURXQd aV aQ aUWiVW SUacWiWiRQeU aQd 
edXcaWRU, I·Ye OeaUQed WhaW \RX dRQ·W jXVW RSeQ Whe dRRUV aQd e[SecW Whe cRPPXQiW\ 
to come to you. You must build relationshiSV, bXiOd WUXVW. AQd Ze jXVW didQ·W haYe 
Whe VWaff fRU WhaW. SR, Ze had WR VeW XS cROOabRUaWiRQV. AQd iW·V WakeQ a ZhiOe. IW·V 
beeQ VORZ. BXW Ze haYe bXiOW cRQQecWiRQV [«] aQd Ze·Ue ZRUkiQg haUd WR ZRUk ZiWh 
aUWiVWV ZhR aUeQ·W e[cOXViYeO\ ZhiWe aQd PaOe [«] WR VhRZ a PRUe diYeUVe VeW Rf 
cUeaWiYe faceV. ThaW Za\ aXdieQceV caQ WhiQk ¶Oh, I Vee P\VeOf iQ WhaW face.·µ 
 
77 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/course/art-age-digital-drift.  
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This meant that ZhiOe PRVW Rf Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V SURgUaPPiQg did aWWePSW WR 
involve some aspect of digital making and learning, there was otherwise quite a 
variance to how its events were imagined and facilitated ² a flexibility encouraged 
by Digital Studio staff. This diversity is illustrated in my ethnographic field notes: 
 
“Prep for Digital Makers workshop, October 21, 2016: The group (artist Gary 
Stewart, his sons, Tate Learning staff and Tate Collective teen volunteers), spending 
several hours setting up a hodge-podge green screen… ¶We didn·t have the funding 
for a permanent one, but the bonus is we get to make this one ourselves!· Lots of 
laughter during informal making-based gatherings like this, music on, lights 
dimmed, everyone casual. ¶We·re always rough and ready here, aren·t we?· More 
laughter, more messing around to try to make it work. Gary teaching how to use the 
tech, so all can help facilitate together on the day.µ  
  
“Loud at Tate, November 12, 2016: Free day of workshops and performances 
curated by Tate Collectives. People already filling Tate Britain·s galleries for other 
kinds of entertainments – ie a hip hop group performing in the main hall, a button 
making activity in the main atrium – but those gatherings don·t seem to be much 
related to Tate collections – more like Tate as venue hire. Meanwhile in the TDS 
there is now an activity that is actually focused on reflecting on the Tate as a place, 
a ¶3D animation workshop· where a set of digital moulds are being remixed and 
then placed virtually into different rooms of the gallery as artefacts. Hands-on, 
young people both facilitators and participants. Atmosphere quiet, concentrated. 
 
“Late at Tate, December 2, 2016: “Meme-making workshop – using iMacs to find 
images, printing them out, remixing them. Hands-on, creative. Room full, busy, 
people laughing, cutting, making things on all surfaces. By far the most engaged 
room at event, but again not very well sign-posted, so many won·t find it. You·d have 
to leave the much busier main floor of Tate, then see the small sign and be ready to 
explore… two-step engagement. Facilitator says he worried no one would come and 
get involved because of this, but it has still been busy. Says a participant: “I feel like 
I can make my own meme in here, but I didn·t feel engaged like this anywhere else I 
saw tonight. The rest of the rooms made me feel like I didn·t know enough about art 
to participate. I do know about memes – but I wouldn·t say I·m an expert on art. And 
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you don·t need to know about art to make memes. You just need to know about 
MEMES [laughter] – and that […] makes the doing more fun.µ 
 
“Digital Studio R&D / research day, January 20, 2017 (facilitators: Luca and I): 
Many Tate staff coming through today, working on the iMacs, discussing things, 
hanging out, using the big printer. Feels like a coworking space, friendly, happy. 
Music in background, displayed on projector, Bob Dillon albums on Youtube. 
Technical tests in one corner, a workshop being planned in another. Luca 
welcoming everyone who comes in. Shows importance not only of having someone 
around who understands how to use the digital tools offered by the space (ie how to 
turn on audio, use projector, upload to network), but who can also act as a casual 
point of contact, bringing together a network of other users who then feel welcomed.µ 
 
Rebecca XVed Whe WeUP ¶VhaSe-VhifWeU· WR SRUWUa\ heU aQd LXca·V UROeV iQ keeSiQg Whe 
space open to multiple needs and aims, and this also seemed an apt way of 
deVcUibiQg Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V RZQ eYROYiQg VXbjecWiYiW\. AV a VhaSe-shifter, the 
space wore many faces. It could feel vibrant one day, and like an empty husk the 
next when not produced by a facilitator who was confident enough to maximise its 
affRUdaQceV. IW cRXOd eYeQ feeO VecXUe. The WeUP ¶Vafe VSace· ZaV XVed PRUe WhaQ 
once to describe it by both facilitators and users, a quality those I spoke to said was 
essential to ensuring more hesitant users felt welcomed ² not only to enter Tate 
Britain, but also to try experimenting with digital tools for the first time. Kat Box, 
who produced the Tate Kids programme, had facilitated many different kinds of 
acWiYiWieV iQ Whe SWXdiR. She deVcUibed iW aV ´a biW PagicaOµ, Oike a PagiciaQ hidiQg a 
WUick. ´IW VRPeWiPeV feeOV SXbOic aQd RWheU WiPeV TXiWe SUiYaWe [«] if iW WRRk RQ a 
diffeUeQW WiWOe, WhaW WRR ZRXOd UeaOO\ chaQge WhiQgV [«] iW·V QRW VR PeVV\ aQd RXW iQ 
Whe RSeQ Oike RWheU VSaceV fRU PakiQgµ (interview 14/10/16). 
 
During a painting course run by a soft-spoken external creative practitioner in the 
spring of 2017, for example, I observed users working with iPads to create their 
own paintings in the style of the artist David Hockney in almost full silence. In 
response to the environment, instead of chatting and making alongside them as I 
usually would during such events, I opted to gather data on their ´iPSUeVViRQiVWic 
accRXQWVµ (Gaver, Dunne, and Pacenti 1999, 5) through user questionnaires, as 
deVcUibed iQ ChaSWeU 4. ´HRZ dReV WhiV URRP feeO WR \RX?µ RQe Rf P\ TXeVWiRQV 
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aVked. ´A biW VWeUiOe, QR VeQVe Rf eiWheU a cOaVV RU a cRPPXQiW\,µ Whe fiUVW 
SaUWiciSaQW aQVZeUed. ´APSOe VSace heUe, bXW fXUQiWXUe Oa\RXW diYiViYe.µ AQRWheU 
SaUWiciSaQW ZURWe: ´AQ effRUW WR Pake iW ZaUPeU aQd fUieQdOieU ZRXOd be Qice. DRQ·W 
WeOO Whe WeacheUµ ZiWh a ZiQk. A WhiUd SaUWiciSaQW added, ´iW·V QRWhiQg bXW aQ ePSW\ 
VSace« I dRQ·W kQRZ ZhaW WR Va\.µ OWheU UeVSRQVeV iQcOXded ZRUdV Oike ´caOPµ, 
´VSaciRXVµ, ´dU\µ, ´VWXdiRXVµ, ´SeacefXOµ aQd ´aiUOeVVµ. ´Wh\ aUeQ·W WheUe materials 
RXW, RU ZRUk RQ Whe ZaOOV fRU XV WR Vee?µ VRPeRQe aVked. ´I·d Oike PRUe SURRf RWheU 
SeRSOe haYe Pade WhiQgV heUe, WRR.µ TheVe UeVSRQVeV UeYeaOed Whe iPSRUWaQce Rf Whe 
SWXdiR·V VSaWiaO RUgaQiVaWiRQ, aQd the relational space enacted by its facilitators, to 
the ways its users experienced its lived space on a practical level. 
 
In contrast, dXUiQg Whe ZeekO\ ¶UeVeaUch dURS-iQ da\· WhaW I VRPeWiPeV heOSed LXca 
facilitate on Fridays, the Studio was transformed into a friendly and casual co-
working environment, with Tate curators, learning staff and external collaborators 
coming through to use its digital tools and chat with us, and technical staff coming 
by to test equipment while music videos on Youtube were streamed on the 
projector. At other times, the Studio acted as an extension of other Tate Britain 
spaces during large public events. At a Loud at Tate event I engaged with in the 
autumn of 2016, a free day of workshops and performances were organised across 
the Tate Britain by the Tate Collectives youth group, including button-making 
acWiYiWieV aQd a OiYe hiS hRS SeUfRUPaQce iQ Whe PXVeXP·V PaiQ haOO. TheVe 
engagements were combined with a drop-in 3D animation workshop in the Digital 
Studio, where young people were encouraged to remix digital objects and then 
place them into a virtual environment of the Tate Britain as if they were its 
feaWXUed aUWZRUkV. DXUiQg eYeQWV Oike WhiV, Whe SWXdiR·V digiWaO affRUdaQceV UeaOO\ 
seemed to shine, because the space was able to offer Tate publics with more 
embedded experiences where they could not only observe Tate artworks, but also 
create their own.  
 
Jen Aarvold, who had recently been promoted to the Tate Digital team when I 
interviewed her but had previously managed the Tate Collectives group for many 
years, also diVcXVVed Whe ´YeU\ XSOifWiQg aQd iQVSiUiQg eQeUg\µ Rf Whe SWXdiR. ´I haYe 
always been really adamant that people should be allowed to bring drinks into the 
VSace ZheQ iW·V aQ RYeU 18 eYeQW aW QighW, becaXVe I ZaQW SeRSOe WR Vee iW aV VRciaO. 
So we had tonnes Rf UiVk aVVeVViQg cRQYeUVaWiRQV abRXW ¶ZhaW if WhaW dUiQk VSiOOV RQ 
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a Pac·, bXW iQ Whe eQd I·Ye beeQ UeaOO\ iPSUeVVed ZiWh Whe facW WhaW QR RQe haV beeQ 
destructive, and people have been respectful, and I think it is because it is a really 
beautiful sSace WhaW SeRSOe aUe jXVW e[ciWed WR be iQ, aQd gUaWefXO abRXW. Ma\be I·P 
beiQg QawYe, bXW iW·V beeQ a feZ \eaUV QRZ, aQd iW·V beeQ gRRd WR Vee.µ  
 
 
My second action research project with Tate was the planning and facilitation of 
the Spacehacker78 acWiYiW\ fRU Whe SWXdiR·V DigiWaO AUWiVW ShRZ aQd TeOO eYeQW iQ Whe 
autumn of 2016. This allowed me to try producing the Studio myself. As my first 
attempt aW ZRUkiQg ZiWh GaYeU eW aO·V ¶cXOWXUaO SURbeV· PeWhRd, I ZaQWed WR iQciWe 
´XQe[SecWedµ aQd eYeQ ´VXUUeaOµ ideaV (1999, 25) about the space from participants, 
who ranged from casual passers-by to Tate staff and featured artists. As discussed 
in Chapter 4, this activity provided me with an early prototype79 for the creative 
acWiYiWieV I ZRXOd OaWeU UXQ aW Whe RWheU VSaceV. The ¶VSace VSiUiWV· ZhR SaUWiciSaWed 
dXbbed WhePVeOYeV a YaUieW\ Rf cUeaWiYe PRQikeUV, fURP ´SSaUk\µ WR ¶The SaVV\ 
SSiUiWµ WR ´MRRQ PURWecWRU XIXµ. The\ VhaUed PaQ\ diffeUeQW UeaVRQV fRU cRPiQg b\ 
Whe SWXdiR WhaW da\, fURP ´bRUedRPµ WR ´I ZaQWed WR Wake a VeOfieµ WR ´jXVW SaVViQg 
WhURXghµ, deVcUibiQg Whe VSace aV ´fXQ, cRORXUfXOµ, ´ZaUPµ, ´fUee WR beµ, ´fUieQdO\µ 
aQd ´big aQd Zide, ZiWh ZaOOV WhaW cRPe aW \RX.µ WhiOe Whe UeVSRQVeV I UeceiYed 
were less instrumental than I had hoped in gathering insightful perceptions during 
SXbOic eYeQWV, Whe\ did heOS Pe VWaUW WR XQdeUVWaQd WhaW Whe ¶VSace· Rf Whe ViWeV I 
was working with was defined more by their social practice as relational and lived 
spaces (as viewed through the interactions and imaginaries of those who engaged 
with them) than any other factor. 
 
As these scenarios demonstrate, the intentional flexibility of the Digital Studio 
meant that the space wore many different kinds of faces depending on how it was 
facilitated by those who peer produced it through their efforts, some of which were 
more successful at engaging users than others. In the next section, I will discuss 
how the experimental way in which the space was produced affected not only its 
programming, but also the relations of its facilitators and users. 
 
 
78 Located at http://space-hacker.tumblr.com.  
79 A preliminary visual model used to help develop a design or product.  
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6.5 Digital Studio relations and their impacts 
 
Fig. 4: Poster for meme-making workshop at the Digital Studio. Photo by author, CC-BY. 
 
The making and learning practices of the Digital Studio did not only produce 
digital artefacts. On the contrary, I observed that in many cases, these outputs 
ZeUe Whe OeaVW iPSacWfXO SaUW Rf SeRSOe·V eQgagePeQWV ZiWh Whe VSace. IQVWead, 
what seemed to matter the most to the users and facilitators I spoke to was the 
process of making they had been able to engage with in the space, and the 
relationships they had built. In this section, I will work with interview data from 
facilitators of the Digital Studio to outline three impacts of the space with respect 
to the relations of its users: First, its expansion of museum access for harder-to-
reach audiences; second, its encouragement of creative subjectivities amongst its 
users; and third, its encouragement of creative subjectivities amongst Tate staff 
who engaged with it. I will then reflect on some of the limitations of the Digital 
Studio model, where its visions were not able to translate into reality. 
 
The first manifestation of Digital Studio relations that its facilitators expressed 
feeling pride in regarded the ways it had widened access to the Tate Britain for 
publics who might not have engaged with the museum otherwise, including 
younger patrons and local diaspora communities who lived near the museum but 
rarely entered it ² two key target groups for Tate itself (Tate 2018a). Cristina 
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Locateli was a PhD researcher who had facilitated the Wandering Ruins80 project 
in collaboration with Tate as part of the Art Maps initiative, which used digital 
tools to engage participants in place-making. She said the Studio had been 
especially effective as an entry point to the Tate Britain for participants during 
WheVe VeVViRQV. ´ObYiRXVO\ Whe gaOOeUieV aUe, iQ a Za\, YeU\ diVWUacWiQg,µ Vhe 
e[SOaiQed, ´AQd becaXVe Ze ZeUe ZRUkiQg ZiWh YeU\ VSecific W\SeV Rf SXbOicV Oike 
VchRROV, eOdeUO\ SeRSOe, PigUaQW ZRPeQ, Ze jXVW didQ·W ZaQW WhaW diVWUacWiRQ. SR I 
feel the Studio gave us the focus we needed to [do things like] test the application 
RQ a PRbiOe ShRQe [«] WhaW cRQWaiQPeQW Rf SOace aQd PiQd WhaW Ze Qeeded WR OeaUQ 
aQd diVcXVV WRgeWheU.µ 
 
Several other facilitators I spoke to cited similar experiences of seeing new users 
engaging with the Digital Studio who had never entered the Tate before. Luisa 
UO\eWW, a cXUaWRU RQ TaWe·V SXbOic SURgUaPPeV WeaP, diVcXVsed this with reference 
to aQ iQWeUQaWiRQaO aUW e[chaQge SURgUaPPe: ´We did Sk\Se VeVViRQV ZiWh kidV iQ 
India and the US, and a lot of feedback we got from kids who participated here, 
who were from [age] 9-15, they said that they never thought of the Tate before as a 
VSace fRU WheP, RU WhaW aQ\WhiQg Whe\·d SURdXce heUe cRXOd acWXaOO\ be VeeQ aV aUW. 
SR WheUe·V VRPeWhiQg VSeciaO abRXW Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR iQ WhaW Za\, WhaW it supports 
acceVV aQd RSeQQeVVµ (interview 18/11/16). Kat also felt that the Studio had been 
able to reach unexpected audiences like these ´becaXVe iW UeaOO\ reorientates what 
Tate is. The question of art comes later, but is not the first thing in here, and I 
WhiQk WhaW·V TXiWe e[ciWiQg.µ In her own workshops, for example: ´WheQ Ze haYe 20 
spaces, we put 10 online, and leave 10 drop-iQ becaXVe [«] Ze aOVR ZaQW WR SaUWQeU 
wiWh ORcaO RUgaQiVaWiRQV [«] aQd WhaW·V beeQ a VORZO\, VORZO\ WUickOe effecW WhaW·V 
VWaUWed WR PaWWeU. We·Ue dRiQg a ZRUkVhRS iQ 2 ZeekV· WiPe, aQd baVed RQ 
eYaOXaWiRQV ZiWh Whe kidV, RYeU haOf haYe QeYeU beeQ WR Whe TaWe BUiWaiQ befRUe.µ  
 
As manager of the Tate Collectives youth group for many years, Jen had facilitated 
PaQ\ Rf Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V PRVW QRWabOe ZRUkVhRSV ZiWh a ViPiOaU aiP WR eQabOe 
PRUe diYeUVe eQgagePeQW. ´I·Ye dRQe a WRQQe Rf UeVeaUch RQ Whe SeRSOe ZhRVe ZRUk 
we grab from online particiSaWRU\ WhiQgV, aQd WheQ iQYiWe iQWR Whe gaOOeU\,µ Vhe 
Vaid, ´aQd aOPRVW QRQe Rf WheP haYe beeQ iQWR Whe TaWe befRUe. ThaW VhRZcaVe 
 
80 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/course/wandering-ruins-workshop.  
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element is really important. It brings in people who would not engage otherwise, or 
see themselves as artists. So I think seeiQg be\RQd RXUVeOYeV aV a ¶ceQWUe fRU 
e[ceOOeQce· aQd aV PRUe Rf a ¶ceQWUe fRU eYeU\RQe·, Ze·OO iQYiWe iQ XQe[SecWed aQd 
fXWXUe aUWiVWV aV ZeOO aV e[SecWed RQeV [«] AQd WhaW·V ZhaW iV SRZeUfXO. The\ kQRZ 
Whe\ SaUWO\ VhaSed iW.µ 
 
This sense of being able to ¶VhaSe iW· ZaV eVSeciaOO\ YaOXabOe ZheQ iW caPe WR 
iQYiWiQg \RXQgeU XVeUV WR TaWe. Le\Oa TahiU had jXVW WakeQ RYeU JeQ·V UROe 
managing Tate Collectives when I interviewed her, and her relationship with Tate 
had started seven years previously when she had joined Tate Collectives as a youth 
participant. She described the significance of encouraging creative subjectivities 
aPRQgVW \RXQgeU XVeUV iQ SaUWicXOaU: ´I WhiQk haYiQg a VSace Oike Whe DigiWaO 
SWXdiR, ZheUe \RX·Ye gRW ORWV Rf UeVRXUceV, ORWV Rf kiW, fRU \RXQg SeRSOe WhaW·V a PXch 
PRUe QaWiYe eQYiURQPeQW, iW feeOV iQWXiWiYe [«] SR iW·V VXch a OX[XU\ WR haYe WhiV 
space. And if you think about what a gallery is usually Oike« TXiWe VWXff\, TXiWe 
serious [while] this space is quite chilled out, quite relaxing, iW·V VR UefUeVhiQg. IW·V 
beeQ VXch aQ aVVeW fRU Whe \RXQg gURXSV I·Ye ZRUked ZiWhµ (interview 25/11/16).  
 
Rachel Noel ZaV aQ aVViVWaQW cXUaWRU ZiWh TaWe·V SXbOic SURgUaPPeV WeaP ZhR 
aOVR heOSed ZiWh TaWe CROOecWiYeV. She Vaid WhaW TaWe BUiWaiQ had ´kiQd of 
VWUXggOedµ WR eQWice QeZ SaUWiciSaQWV WR jRiQ Whe CROOecWiYe fURP aW-risk partnership 
groups in particular. Young people could be held back, she explained, by pre-
cRQceiYed QRWiRQV Rf TaWe beiQg aQ eOiWiVW, ´QRW fRU WhePµ iQVWiWXWiRQ. ´SR WR geW 
them here, when we finally do succeed in getting them to join, and then bring them 
iQWR a bRaUdURRP« iW·V jXVW Oike cUXVhiQg a OiWWOe baOORRQ. SR WhiV VSace caPe aW a 
UeaOO\ iPSRUWaQW WiPe. The\ feeO RZQeUVhiS RYeU iW [«] iW aOORZV XV WR iQWeUacW iQ a 
completely chilled-RXW VRciaO VeQVe.µ (interview 11/11/16). These reflections again 
emphasise the importance of the spatial organisation of the Studio and the motives 
of its facilitators, both to its social practice and the experiences of its users. 
 
For the facilitators I spoke to, broadening access to Tate collections in the Digital 
Studio was not only about getting new kinds of users through the doors of Tate 
BUiWaiQ, bXW aOVR abRXW acWiYaWiQg WheiU ¶OaWeQW· cUeaWiYiW\ b\ fRVWeUiQg cUeaWiYe 
subjectivities amongst them. As discussed earlier by Rebecca, these activations 
were typically implemented through the kinds of hands-on pedagogies that Paper, 
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Harel (1991) and others like Ito (2010) have variably UefeUUed WR aV ¶OeaUQiQg-by-
PakiQg·. ´BecRPiQg a SURdXceU iV a key point to leave people with that I love when 
I UXQ VeVViRQV [«] WeOOiQg SeRSOe Whe\ caQ be aUWiVWV WRda\,µ LXca e[SOaiQed. ´IW·V VR 
empowering. I feel that it gives the space a special kind of possibility, whether 
young people, elders, special educational QeedV [«] bXW I aOVR Vee iW ZheQ I dR 
sessions with people from other galleries who are professionals. I can see how 
e[ciWed Whe\ aUe WR be abOe WR Pake WhiQgV.µ 
 
Another way this subjectivity was encouraged was by infusing the open flexibilities 
of the Studio into its relations, so users could feel the agency to creatively 
experiment in their own ways. Emilie Giles was a digital maker who had 
faciOiWaWed RQe Rf Whe SWXdiR·V fiUVW ZRUkVhRSV81 for publics in 2014, where 
participants had sewed their own objects inspired by TaWe·V fROk aUW exhibition by 
working with e-textile technologies. She preferred to hold workshops in institutions 
WhaW aOUead\ XQdeUVWRRd Whe YaOXe Rf cUeaWiYe VRciaO SUacWice, Vhe Vaid, becaXVe ´I 
think kids are so tested these days in noUPaO VchRRO aOUead\« I·Ye beeQ WR 
workshops where the kids are making roman pottery, and the teachers kind of 
cRPPeQW WhaW WheiU ZRUk iVQ·W gRRd eQRXgh [«] VR iQ a digiWaO PakiQg VSace, a ORW 
PRUe cUeaWiYiW\ iV aOORZed aQd faciOiWaWedµ (interview 06/02/17). By encouraging a 
variety of digital making and learning interactions with Tate Britain collections 
instead of a one-size-fits-aOO aSSURach, UefOecWiRQV Oike WhiV VhRZ hRZ Whe SWXdiR·V 
flexibility affected the practices of its users. 
 
The greatest impact of the Digital Studio, however, could be observed in the ways 
its representational space82 affected the constitution of relations amongst Tate staff 
themselves. Where the Studio was perceived as a space for experimentation and 
openness, staff could be seen modelling their own practices to reflect these 
qualities. Facilitator #6 explained how they felt liberated from the usual 
iQVWiWXWiRQaO cRQWUROV aW Whe SWXdiR: ´PUeWW\ PXch aOO Rf Whe digiWaO acWiYiWieV Ze dR 
start from the collection, so being based at Tate Britain is actually quite brilliant, 
because most of the artworks are out of copyright, so we have so much great art to 
ZRUk ZiWh. GOiWchiQg WheP, bUeakiQg Whe cRde, PakiQg aQiPaWed gifV« becaXVe Ze 
 
81 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/make-it-events-young-makers/make-it-hand-
made-digital.  
82 As depicted in Chapter 3, representational space focuses on the ways a space is depicted through 
knowledge production. 
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haYe Whe abiOiW\ WR [«] XVe WhaW PaWeUiaO TXiWe ZideOy, it has been really fun, and 
haVQ·W feOW Oike aQ aZkZaUd jaU WR haYe Whe ViWe iQ aQ ROd aQd VWXff\ eQYiURQPeQW; 
iW·V feOW ePaQciSaWRU\, Ue-iQWeUSUeWiYe, a biW VXbYeUViYe. We ZRXOdQ·W be abOe WR dR iW 
with the majority of artworks at the Tate Modern, becaXVe Whe\·Ue VWiOO iQ 
cRS\UighW. HeUe, Ze·Ue PRUe fUeeµ.  
 
Even members of staff who had typically avoided digital technologies explained to 
me how the knowledges they had gained in the Studio had started to filter down 
into their interactions with their audiences. AQQa MaUie GUa\ ZRUked RQ TaWe·V 
Schools and Teachers team, and had organised a Tate summer school programme 
Zhich ZaV baVed iQ Whe SWXdiR. ´We dRQ·W WeQd WR XVe Whe SWXdiR aV PXch aV RWheU 
WeaPV,µ Vhe Vaid, ´PRVWO\ becaXVe Ze·Ue QRW YeU\ good at WechQRORg\ [OaXghWeU]« 
PaQ\ Rf XV ZRXOd Va\ Ze aUe WechQRShRbeV, aQd TXiWe aQaORgXe SeRSOe« bXW ZheQ 
we do use it [the TDS], the results are quite well-UeceiYed [«] LXca haV beeQ UeaOO\ 
gRRd aW VXSSRUWiQg SeRSOe Oike Pe ZhR kQRZ QRWhiQg abRXW WechQRORg\ [«] aQd iW·V 
his expertise and knowledge that really can help us feel comfortable. Hopefully 
then that comfort filters down into different audience groups, who can then 
WhePVeOYeV feeO cRQfideQWµ (interview 18/11/16). John McNeill worked on the Tate 
Collection Care team, a group of conservators who maintained Tate artworks. He 
described to me how they had used the space for their own kinds of hands-on 
acWiYiWieV, Oike WeVWiQg QeZ SaiQWV aQd cRQVeUYaWiRQ PaWeUiaOV, becaXVe Whe ´OighWiQg 
in here is even better WhaQ iQ Whe acWXaO CRQVeUYaWiRQ SWXdiRµ. He had aOVR QRWiced 
hRZ hiV WeaP·V eQcRXQWeUV ZiWh Whe VSace had VWaUWed WR chaQge Whe QaWXUe Rf WheiU 
UeOaWiRQV: ´If I ZaV WR deVcUibe Zh\ RXU deSaUWPeQW YaOXeV WhiV URRP, iW·V Whe 
potential for connectivity amongsW aOO RXU SaUWiciSaQWV. SR Whe\·Ue QRW jXVW VWaUiQg 
fRUZaUd aW a VcUeeQ; Whe\·Ue iQWeUacWiQg ZiWh a ZRUkVhRS OeadeU aQd each RWheU RQ 
QeZ iQWeUfaceV. ThaW iV UeaOO\ iPSRUWaQW [«] WhaW eQcRXUageV, RU UeaOO\ \RX cRXOd 
say, forces, people to interact more with each RWheUµ (interview 18/11/16).  
 
These kinds of experiences had also inspired many of the Tate staff I interviewed 
to advocate for more implementations of creative digital practices ² not only in 
their own work, but also across Tate. Helen Cooper, for e[aPSOe, ZRUked RQ TaWe·V 
SaUWQeUVhiSV WeaP aQd Vaid Vhe ZaV a ¶OaWe-adRSWeU· Rf Whe SWXdiR, deVcUibiQg 
heUVeOf aV ´QRW UeaOO\ digiWaO eQRXghµ. DeVSiWe WhiV, Vhe had VWaUWed WR RUgaQiVe heU 
own sessions in the space, which included professional development workshops 
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aimed at high-level museum professionals from other institutions, who were 
iQYiWed ¶hack Whe PXVeXP· b\ eQgagiQg iQ UePi[ aQd gOiWchiQg acWiYiWieV XViQg RXW-
of-copyright works from the collection that helped them learn how to use open 
source software like Inkscape83. These sessions had gotten great feedback, she told 
me, PaQ\ Rf ZhRP had QeYeU dRQe aQ\WhiQg Oike iW befRUe. ´We·Ue aOO VR fUXVWUaWed 
ZiWh ROd iQWeUfaceV, ZebSageV, Za\V Rf ZRUkiQg aW Whe TaWe,µ Vhe Vaid, ´VR I UeaOO\ 
wanted to do some thinking, and some hacking, to think how we can share some of 
RXU YiVXaO VWXff iQ a YiVXaO Za\« I WhiQk Whe Za\ LXca aQd SeRSOe Oike hiP 
faciOiWaWe WhaW kiQd Rf ZRUkVhRS, iW·V VR d\QaPic aQd iQVSiUiQg. We aOO Qeed VR PXch 
more of it (interview 14/12/1). Jen reflected on how before the Studio opened, ´my 
role in digital was really focused only on online experiences. Having the space 
really changed that. It facilitated a merger between departments ² Digital and 
Learning ² that has been such an amazing catalyst for us collaborating. The value 
of that space just internally, even before we integrate audiences into it, has been 
UeaOO\ RYeUZheOPiQg acWXaOO\. BefRUe Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR, Ze didQ·W SURgUaPPe aQ\ 
digiWaO iQ Whe TaWe. If Ze did, iW ZaV Oike ¶OeW·V UROO RXW Whe iPadV], VR [«] haYiQg Whe 
VSace fRU iW, iW UeaOO\ YaOidaWeV WhaWµ. IQVighWV Oike WheVe iOOXVWUaWe hRZ Whe SWXdiR·V 
encouragement of digital practices, and the ways these practices impacted upon 
institutional staff, had effects that reached beyond the space itself.  
 
TheUe ZeUe, hRZeYeU, OiPiWV WR Whe iQfOXeQce Rf Whe SWXdiR·V e[SeUiPeQWaWiRQV. I 
found that while facilitators and users who regularly engaged with it had many 
positive things to say about it as expressed previously, the Studio was not 
necessarily regarded with such enthusiasm by everyone ² especially those who had 
only engaged with it a few times. Despite its clarity of intention regarding its 
digital making and learning focus, and the general sense amongst more embedded 
facilitators WhaW iW cRXOd deOiYeU RQ WhiV, Whe SWXdiR·V YiViRQV fRU iWVeOf did QRW aOZa\V 
translate well.    
 
The fiUVW iVVXe ZheQ iW caPe WR aUWicXOaWiQg Whe SWXdiR·V ideQWiW\ PRUe ZideO\ 
regarded how difficult the space could be to access, even within Tate Britain itself. 
FaciOiWaWRUV deVcUibed iWV ORcaWiRQ aV ´Rff Whe beaWeQ WUackµ, ´diVeQfUaQchiViQgµ aQd 
´fXOO Rf baUUieUVµ. Because it was not situated in a more prominent part of the 
 
83 Vector editing software that provides an open source alternative to Adobe InDesign and Illustrator. 
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museum where everyone could feel welcomed to drop in, it could feel VecUeWiYe. ´I 
jXVW ZaOked aURXQd Whe cRUQeU WhiQkiQg WhiV ZRXOd be a baWhURRP,µ a QeZ XVeU Vaid 
aW Whe DigiWaO AUWiVW ShRZ aQd TeOO eYeQW. ´I QeYeU e[SecWed iW WR be a cRORXUfXO 
URRP fXOO Rf fXQ acWiYiWieV, QRW iQ P\ ZiOdeVW dUeaPV!µ The iURQ\ Rf a VSace fRU RSeQ 
collaboration being hidden behind several closed (and often locked) doors was lost 
RQ QR RQe. Rebecca deVcUibed hRZ Whe SWXdiR·V ORcaWiRQ cRXOd be OiPiWiQg WR iWV 
VRciaO SUacWice iQ PRUe Za\V WhaQ RQe. ´IW·V aOZa\V abRXW VR PXch PRUe WhaQ jXVW 
opening the door. IW·V abRXW WUXVW bXiOdiQg [«] \RX haYe WR fiUVW [geW WheP WR] cRPe 
into a bXiOdiQg WhaW aOUead\ haV aOO VRUWV Rf iQhibiWRUV, aUchiWecWXUaOO\ [«] aQd Ze 
UeaOO\ caQ·W UePRYe Whe SWXdiR fURP WheVe VXUURXQdiQg iQfUaVWUXcWXUeV.µ 
 
OWheU PRPeQWV Rf cRQfXViRQ UegaUdiQg Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V ideQWiW\ VeePed WR 
emerge from the very shape-shifting flexibilities that were a strength in other 
contexts. Some facilitators I spoke to admitted that Whe SWXdiR·V PaQ\ SaUaOOeO 
interpretations of ZhaW ZaV PeaQW b\ Whe ¶digiWaO· could be overwhelming. 
Facilitator #4 discussed how the Digital Studio name itself still scared some Tate 
VWaff aZa\. ´¶DigiWaO· fRU a ORW Rf SeRSOe ² internally and externally ² freaks them 
RXW... Whe\ WhiQk if Whe\ dRQ·W kQRZ hRZ WR cRde, Whe\ caQ·W dR digiWaO PakiQg. SR 
WheUe·V aQ iQWeUeVWiQg SRZeU-play there. There are people who, when they move 
iQWR WhiV kiQd Rf VSace, dRQ·W feeO Oike Whe e[SeUW aQ\PRUe, aQd I WhiQk WhaW VcaUeV 
them. So many of them ² curators for example ² dRQ·W eYeQ eQWeU WhiV VSace aW aOO. 
AQd I WhiQk WhaW·V a VhaPe.µ Collaborator #1 was a digital maker who had been 
iQYiWed WR SaUWiciSaWe iQ a feZ DigiWaO SWXdiR ZRUkVhRSV baVed RQ WheiU e[SeUWiVe. ´I 
am personally not sure what kind of entity the DigitaO SWXdiR aW TaWe acWXaOO\ iV,µ 
Whe\ UefOecWed. ´IV iW SXbOic-faciQg iQ RWheU eYeQWV WhaW aUeQ·W Oike Whe SUiYaWe RQeV 
I·Ye beeQ a SaUW Rf? ThaW·V XQcOeaU. I WhiQk a PXVeXP fiUVW aQd fRUePRVW iV Whe 
VSace, VR iW VXUURXQdV \RX. The DigiWaO SWXdiR aV VXch [«] has never to me made 
Whe iPSUeVViRQ Rf a VSace WhaW iV RSeQ WR eYeU\RQe aQd aQ\RQe [«] I caQ iPagiQe iW 
to be a flexible space, but when I imagine a space for learning, I think of something 
VXSeU RSeQ, RQ Whe PaiQ fORRU « QRW WXcked aZa\ QeaU Whe ZaUdURbeµ. Facilitator 
#2, who was not employed by Tate but had facilitated various Studio events, said 
Whe\ beOieYed WhaW PaQ\ Rf Whe SWXdiR·V ORVW-in-translation moments would have 
beeQ aPeOiRUaWed if iW ZaV QRW aOZa\V VR XQdeUVWaffed. ´The SWXdiR PaQageUV haYe 
had WR becRPe Za\ PRUe WhaQ ZaV SRVVibO\ RYeUVeeQ ZheQ hiUed,µ Whe\ Vaid, ´VR I 
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think they are often locked away in the office behind. And that means the Studio 
UeaOO\ becRPeV jXVW fRXU ZaOOV aQd VRPe cRPSXWeUVµ. 
 
For other facilitators, the limitations of Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V digiWaO affRUdaQceV 
themselves meant that the space could not be enough of a shapeshifter. Its row of 
deVkWRS iMacV aQd PCV, fRU e[aPSOe, ZeUe deVcUibed WR Pe aV ´UedXQdaQWµ, 
´RXWdaWedµ, ´SURbOePaWicµ aQd ´Oike a cRPSXWeU Oabµ. IWV iPPRYabOe, ZiUed-up tables 
attached to the floor also conflicted with the modularity of its practices. Ruth 
CaWORZ fURP FXUWheUfieOd, ZhR ZhiOe faciOiWaWiQg Whe ¶AUW iQ Whe Age Rf DigiWaO DUifW· 
cRXUVe had aOVR VeUYed aV Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V aUWiVW-in-residence from 2016-17, 
deVcUibed Zh\: ´The VSace iWVeOf iV TXiWe WheaWUicaO, Zhich eQabOeV \RX WR do some 
WhiQgV. I dR ZiVh iW ZaV PRUe fOe[ibOe, I UeaOO\ ZaQWed WR PRYe iW aURXQd a ORW [«] 
that was the most frustrating thing. You can model social relations by just having 
SeRSOe iQ Whe VSace WRgeWheU« bXW ZheQ Whe WabOeV iQ Whe VSace aUe VWXck, \RX 
can·W. IW·V SURbabO\ QRW a big WhiQg fRU aQ\RQe bXW Pe, bXW I aOZa\V WhiQk iW·V SUeWW\ 
SRZeUfXO WR be abOe WR chaQge Whe Za\ SeRSOe aUe iQ UeOaWiRQ WR each RWheU« iW heOSV 
them re-understand a digital space. How [else] do you model digital space within a 
space?µ DeVSiWe WheVe cRQceUQV, Vhe UefOecWed WhaW ´I WhiQk ZhaW Whe\ aUe dRiQg 
there, is they are building capacity WR dR [digiWaO] WhiQgV; Whe\ aUe bXiOdiQg [«] QeZ 
understandings with their own institution, and I think to me that seems to be the 
really criticaO WhiQg.µ (interview 05/07/16).  
 
TheVe e[SeUieQceV dePRQVWUaWe hRZ PaQ\ cRQWeVWiQg ¶VeQVeV Rf SOace· (MaVVe\ 
1993) can be overlapped onto a space of experimentation to build the constellation 
of experiences that constitute its identity. While the DigitaO SWXdiR·V cRUe 
facilitators endeavoured to maintain its sense of openness and freedom, which they 
felt was key to how it needed to be represented within Tate at large, this was not 
necessarily how it was understood, especially by less-embedded users and 
facilitators. By continuing to shape-shift despite the limitations of its location and 
affRUdaQceV, hRZeYeU, Whe SWXdiR·V PXOWiWXde Rf digiWaO aSSURacheV PeaQW iW 
remained open to new interpretations. The possibility to extend the experiments of 
the Studio on an even broader scale, in a space with much greater capacity, would 
soon be offered by the new Tate Exchange at Tate Modern. In the next section, I 
will discuss the high-profile launch of this new space, and how its introduction to 
Tate caused a new set of interspace relations to emerge. 
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6.6 Digital Studio encounters Tate Exchange 
 
The launch of Tate Exchange in 2016 marked an important shift in the way Tate 
perceived of itself and its audiences, signifying its sense of the increased 
institutional value of the kinds of participatory practices introduced by the Digital 
SWXdiR. TaWe E[chaQge ZaV iQiWiaOO\ iPagiQed aV aQ ¶RSeQ e[SeUiPeQW· Zhich ZRXOd 
be situated across all four Tate galleries in the U.K., along with a dedicated space 
at the new Tate Modern Blavatnik building in London. The idea was that each of 
these expressions would be shaped by Tate visitors. In its first year, Tate Exchange 
and Tate Liverpool spaces hosted over 200 events, which explored art and society 
in contexts ranging from exclusion to migration to identity. Some were facilitated 
b\ TaWe WeaPV, RWheUV b\ Whe aUWiVWV aQd 60 ¶AVVRciaWe· SaUWQeUV ZhR heOSed fXQd 
and produce Tate Exchange, and 100,000 people participated, 41% of whom were 
under the age of 25 (Cutler 2018, n.p.; Tate 2017e, n.p.).  
 
 
Fig.5: Tate Exchange during an Associate workshop84 (Tallis Photography 2017). 
 
 
84 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-modern/tate-exchange/workshop/everybody-should-
have-their-own-art-gallery.  
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B\ iWV VecRQd \eaU, TaWe E[chaQge·V VSaWiaO aUWicXOaWiRQ aV a cURVV-Tate project had 
been revised, and it had become situated almost entirely in the Tate Modern space, 
with a much smaller space offered as part of RQe Rf TaWe LiYeUSRRO·V gaOOeUieV. AW 
the Tate Modern, the Tate Exchange takes up an entire floor, other than a small 
partition devoted to staff offices and a greenroom for event facilitators. TaWe·V 
Director of Learning and Research, Anna Cutler, haV VWaWed WhaW: ´[W]e UeTXiUed 
VSace iQ Zhich diVcXVViRQ aQd ¶PeVV\· acWiYiW\ cRXOd Wake SOace aQd ZheUe Whe 
values could be made real, where risks could be taken and where openness would 
be eYideQW [«] IQiWiaOO\, [iW] ZaV SOaQQed aV diYided URRPV, bXW [«] RYeU WiPe Whe 
WakiQg dRZQ Rf ZaOOV becaPe aQ RbYiRXV aQd eVVeQWiaO Qeedµ (2018, n.p.). Reflecting 
RQ Whe fiUVW \eaU Rf Whe TaWe MRdeUQ VSace, Vhe cOaiPed iWV VWaWed gRaO Rf ¶WaOkiQg 
aQd PakiQg· became core featXUeV Rf eYeU\ RQe Rf iWV SURjecWV: ´SRPeWiPeV WheUe 
were discussions or debates taking place; at other times the focus was on making, 
from tiny objects, to large scale architectural forms. There was dancing, writing, 
talking, designing, testing, watching, playingµ (2018, Q.S.). Some of this consistency 
Rf SUacWice caPe dRZQ WR Whe VSace·V URbXVW UeVRXUciQg iQ accRUdaQce ZiWh Whe 
considerable flows of capital that had brought it into being, which unlike the 
Digital Studio allowed it to hire a dedicated staff team. By regularly working on-
site alongside the facilitators of its events, Tate Exchange·V staff also helped 
maintain its open ethos. 
 
While Tate promotional materials (c.f. Tate 2017e) deSicWed TaWe E[chaQge·V 
spatial shifts as resulting from a seamless process based on user feedback, I 
encountered a much more complicated set of negotiations. During the time I spent 
at the Tate Modern, the Tate Exchange space seemed to be, like the Digital Studio, 
continually re-constituted out of the practices of many actors. In the case of Tate 
E[chaQge, hRZeYeU, Whe VSace·V ideQWiW\ ZaV deWeUPiQed QRW RQO\ b\ iWV XVeUV aV 
claimed, but also (and in some cases, especially) those of its 60 Associate partners 
and the various staff teams at Tate (from public programming to curatorial to Tate 
Exchange) who felt a sense of responsibility over how it was enacted. 
 
These internal politics also manifested in the relations that emerged between the 
Digital Studio and Tate Exchange. One of the ways in which Digital Studio 
facilitators attempted to negotiate a symbiotic relationship between the two spaces 
ZaV b\ SURSRViQg Whe SWXdiR aV a ¶digiWaO caPSXV· WhaW cRXOd be XVed b\ Whe TaWe 
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Exchange Associates for more intimate digital workshops. This was suggested 
because at the time of this study, Tate Exchange had a very minimal technical set-
up, so to produce its events it often had to borrow equipment like speakers and 
projectors from other Tate spaces, or have it brought in by Associate partners. As 
discussed by Cutler (2018, n.p.), who stated that ´Whe digiWaO VSace ZaV QRW aV 
geQeUaWiYe a fUaPe aV Ze had eQYiVagedµ, this limited the extent to which Tate 
Exchange could be enacted as a collections makerspace. 
 
The Digital Maker series was one such manifestation of the Tate Exchange as a 
collections makerspace. Its workshops were facilitated at Tate Exchange in 2017 by 
VWXdeQWV aW Whe UQiYeUViW\ Rf AUWV LRQdRQ (RQe Rf TaWe E[chaQge·V AVVRciaWe 
groups). Luca and other core Digital Studio facilitators were also involved in 
producing the events, and provided significant guidance throughout the planning 
process. During the week-ORQg ZRUkVhRS eQWiWOed ¶ViUWXaOO\ ReaO EQYiURQPeQWV85· 
which I participant-observed in March 2017, Tate Exchange was organised into 
various hands-on stations aimed at exploring concepts around virtual and physical 
space through engagements with VR equipment, making and craft areas and 
SeUfRUPaQceV, iQcOXdiQg a ¶DigiWaO MakeU BaVe CaPS· WR eQYiViRQ hRZ WR ´WXUQ 
digital overload into a positive and creative fRUceµ (Tate 2017f, n.p.).  
 
I used a simplified version of my user questionnaires throughout the week to 
gather spur-of-the-PRPeQW iQVighWV fURP Whe eYeQW·V faciOiWaWRUV aQd PePbeUV Rf 
the public who dropped in. 15 individuals wrote or sketched anonymous responses 
to the questionnaires on paper, and another 10 preferred to have a quick chat with 
me iQVWead. The\ VWaWed WhaW Whe VSace feOW ´OiYeO\, ORXd aQd e[WUePeO\ Oaid-backµ, 
aQd ´RQ Whe cRUSRUaWe Vide Rf WhiQgV, bXW hRSefXOµ, ´fUaQWicµ, aQd ´iQWeQVe (full of 
PRYePeQW)µ. The\ described creating a variety of artefacts, from ´a kinetic 
VcXOSWXUeV, bXW ZiWh OiPiWaWiRQV dXe WR heaOWh aQd VafeW\µ to ´a QeZ kiQd Rf VR 
SURWRW\Seµ to ´QRWhiQg, I·Ye jXVW beeQ ZaWchiQg a WaOk RQ Ue-animating materiality 
through soXQdµ. WheQ aVked WR UefOecW RQ hRZ Whe VSace ZRUked fRU digiWaO 
participation, they were broadly enthusiastic, saying Whe\ had ´QeYeU VeeQ a VSace 
ZRUk ZiWh digiWaO Oike WhiV befRUeµ, WhaW Whe\ fRXQd iW ´hRSefXOµ aQd ´iPSRUWaQWµ, 
and that they Oiked hRZ ´iW heOSed \RX Vee RWheU SeRSOe·V ZRUk WR eQgage ZiWhµ. 
 
85 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-modern/tate-exchange/workshop/digital-making-art-
school/virtually-real-environments.  
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The\ aOVR Vaid, hRZeYeU, WhaW Whe VSace ´cRXOd haYe beeQ PRUe iQYiWiQgµ and that it 
was ´haUd WR kQRZ ZheUe to jump in.µ Only a few of the people I spoke to at the 
event, meanwhile, said they had heard of the Digital Studio at Tate Britain. 
 
Another occasion that I observed where Tate Exchange had been enacted as a 
collections makerspace was Art:Work86, a four-da\ WechQRORg\ Oab dedicaWed WR ´Whe 
SRZeU aQd SROiWicV Rf PakiQg iQ aQ age Rf digiWaO OabRXUµ (Tate 2017a, n.p.) that I 
helped plan and facilitate as a piece of action research. This workshop was entirely 
produced by Tate Digital Learning, and the facilitators they had invited. As 
discussed in Chapter 4, the process of helping curate this workshop and plan its 
YaUiRXV SaUWiciSaWRU\ ¶]RQeV· gaYe Pe Whe RSSRUWXQiW\ WR bXiOd aQ XQdeUVWaQdiQg Rf 
how the relations between Digital Studio and Tate Exchange facilitators were 
articulated during collaborative projects. One of the activities that I co-produced 
was a ¶fORZ PaS· of the Tate Exchange space (Chapter 4, fig.4) which asked 
participants to reflect how they had moved through its zones during Art:Work.  
 
This intervention enabled me to observe how user understandings of Tate 
E[chaQge ZeUe QRW OiQked RQO\ WR WheiU diUecW e[SeUieQceV Rf iWV ¶PaWeUiaO VSace· 
(Lefebvre [1974] 1991)87, but also to how they perceived it more cohesively. While 
most participants had not chosen to linger in its quiet zones, for example, they 
expressed pleasure that these ´chiOOVSaceVµ, aV RQe SaUWiciSaQW SXW iW, ZeUe RQ RffeU. 
Many participants also stated that they had ended up spending much more time in 
zones where they had made personal connections or had good conversations than in 
the zones that were more appropriate to their personal interests or background. 
ThiV fiQdiQg cRUUeOaWeV ZiWh daWa fURP SaUah DaYieV· VWXd\ Rf XVeU PRWiYaWiRQV aW 
other kinds of third- and fourth-wave makerspaces in the U.S., which found key 
correlations between the ways people connected with and imagined spaces to the 
ways that the spaces were used (2018). By reflecting on these kinds of relations, I 
was able to understand how the space-making of Tate Exchange, like that of the 
Digital Studio, was dependent on how its facilitators and users chose to imagine 
and enact it, and the digitally-mediated assemblages they helped activate. 
 
 
86 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-modern/tate-exchange/workshop/artwork.  
87 As described in Chapter 3, the material space frame refers to the everyday experiences, routines and 
practices that determine our mundane and (often unobserved) experiences of the spatial organisation of society. 
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Rebecca aQd LXca ZeUe bRWh hRSefXO abRXW Whe SRVVibiOiWieV Rf Whe ¶digiWaO caPSXV· 
model as a way to bring about more collaborations of these kinds between the two 
VSaceV. ´TR be abOe WR haYe a VSace ZheUe \RX can try stuff out in a way that would 
not be too intrusive in the rest of the gallery, or to spend more time on things, is 
iPSRUWaQW,µ Rebecca Vaid, ´[«] jXVW aV iQ a XQiYeUViW\ \RX PighW dR VcieQce RYeU 
heUe, aQd a OibUaU\ RYeU WheUe« [ZheUe] iW·V aOO SaUW Rf Whe VaPe.µ LXca, PeaQZhiOe, 
TXeVWiRQed Whe Qeed fRU bRXQdaUieV beWZeeQ Whe VSaceV WR begiQ ZiWh: ´SRPeWhiQg 
I·d SXVh PRUe iV Whe facW WhaW Ze [Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR] aUe QRW jXVW TaWe BUiWaiQ 
baVed, RU Ze dRQ·W haYe WR be« I feeO Whe cROOabRUaWiRQ QeedV WR be VWURQgeU, WhaW·V a 
good thing, we need to cross it more between these spaces. We all want to build 
QeZ SOaWfRUPV fRU \RXQg SeRSOe WR cRPe aQd WeVW WhiQgV RXW, OeaUQ WRgeWheU [«] aQd 
VhaUe digiWaO SUacWiceV.µ 
 
Despite the efforts of Digital Studio facilitators to build this sense of symbiosis 
between the two spaces, Tate seemed reluctant to operationalise such a 
relationship more practically. During the course of my interviews with facilitators 
who worked across both spaces, they increasingly said they were being encouraged 
to use Tate Exchange for public activities instead of the Studio. Various reasons 
were suggested for this. They discussed, for example, a lack of enthusiasm amongst 
TaWe E[chaQge·V 60 AVVRciaWeV WR XVe Whe SWXdiR becaXVe iW did QRW ´Veem to be 
UeaOO\ XQdeUVWRRd \eW aV a UeVRXUceµ (FaciOiWaWRU #8). ´SR Whe\·OO be bUiQgiQg aOO Whe 
kiW aQd VeWWiQg XS WheUe,µ FaciOiWaWRU #9 Vaid, ´eYeQ WhRXgh Ze dR haYe WhiV VSace 
heUe aW TaWe BUiWaiQ [«] Zhich iV a VhaPe [«] iW·V aV if iW·V a biW QegOecWedµ. OWheU 
facilitators hinted that Tate Exchange might eventually use its internal influence 
WR acTXiUe digiWaO affRUdaQceV Rf iWV RZQ. ´I WhiQk if Whe\ gRW aQ iQcUedibO\ Uich 
fXQdeU,µ FaciOiWaWRU #7 Vaid, ´aQd ZeUe abOe WR geW digiWaO Wech RYeU WheUe, Whe\·d 
likely jump at it, and then the use of this space [the Digital Studio] would come 
iQWR TXeVWiRQµ. 
 
Another reason for the increased hesitation of some staff to use the Digital Studio 
in lieu of Tate Exchange seemed to relate to institutional pressures to reach ever 
wider audiences. Facilitator #10, who worked in public programming for Tate, 
confided that in strategic plans for upcoming exhibits, they had not been 
´eQcRXUaged WR SURgUaPPe iQ heUe [Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR] YeU\ PXch aQ\PRUeµ. The 
reason for this, they believed, came down to the fact that many teams like theirs 
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had increasingly ambitious public engagement targets that needed to be delivered. 
Thus, while large-scale events at Tate Exchange were perceived as practical, they 
said, smaller digital woUkVhRSV ZeUe deePed ´QRW YeU\ SURfiWabOeµ aQd WRR 
´PaWeUiaOV heaY\µ. 
 
ThiV fRcXV RQ deOiYeUiQg QXPbeUV caQ aOVR be RbVeUYed iQ TaWe·V aQQXaO UeSRUWV, 
which broadcast to publics and funders the activities deemed central to its 
subjectivity. An analysis of reports from 2015 to 2018 reveals that while a 
´SiRQeeUiQgµ (Tate 2018a, 120) Tate Exchange is discussed a total of 17 times, along 
with prominently-placed photos from its workshops, and statistics88 that laud its 
public reach, the Digital Studio is not even mentioned once (Tate 2016b, 2017e, 
2018a). Between 2017 and 2018, meanwhile, Tate Modern attracted five times89 
more visitors than Tate Britain. As illustrated in Chapters 1 and 2, this 
instrumentalisation of public participation, where engagement targets are 
associated with the delivery of funds, and programmes that deliver bigger numbers 
are prioritised, is by no means distinctive to Tate alone.  
 
ThiV beiQg Vaid, aQ iQVWiWXWiRQ·V SUiRUiWiVaWiRQ Rf e[SeUieQceV WhaW diVSOa\ 
quantifiable impact over more in-depth encounters affects more than just its public 
discourse. In the case of Tate, I observed that these relations also affected how its 
experimental spaces were understood and articulated by Tate staff themselves. 
´The TaWe E[chaQge defiQiWeO\ geWV PXch PRUe YiVibiOiW\ WhaQ Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR,µ 
FaciOiWaWRU #4 WROd Pe. ´AW Whe fiUVW E[chaQge eYeQW, aOO Whe bRaUd Rf diUecWRUV caPe 
aURXQd, aQd Whe\ ZeUe VR aPa]ed. IW·V aV if Whe\ didQ·W eYeQ kQRZ Ze haYe beeQ 
doing these things already for years [in the Studio]. In collaboration. In DIY ways 
[«] The\ ZeUe Va\iQg ¶\RX VhRXOd dR PRUe·. AQd Ze had WR Va\, Ze haYe beeQ! We 
have always been co-producing. And we just had an exhibit with [external partner 
[], aQd \RX didQ·W eYeQ VhRZ iW RQ \RXU cRPPXQicaWiRQV RXWOeWV.µ EQcRXQWeUV Oike 
these suggested to me that Tate, consciously or not, was deprioritising the Digital 
Studio with reference to the seemingly more impressive Tate Exchange, despite the 
fact that both spaces displayed evidence of being pioneers in arts participation 
 
88 Regarding the launch of Tate Exchange's second year with a clay workshop facilitated by the artist 
Clare Twomey: "Almost 5,000 visitors took part in producing objects in clay over two weeks" (Tate 2018a, 43). 
89 Tate Modern: 5,708,648 visitors; Tate Britain: 1,548,497 (Tate 2018a). 
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through their own avenues of public engagement ² aQd, iQ Whe SWXdiR·V caVe, had 
already been for some time. 
 
DeVSiWe TaWe·V SUiRUiWiVaWiRQ Rf TaWe E[chaQge, iW did QRW VeeP WR Pe WhaW Whe 
Digital Studio was going to be abandoned anytime soon. By virtue of its shape-
shifting, it continued to evolve during the time I was at Tate, and in my last few 
conversations with facilitators I even started to observe a resurgence of affection 
fRU Whe VSace, eVSeciaOO\ UegaUdiQg ZhaW ZaV UefeUUed WR aV iWV ¶iQWiPac\·. ´TaWe 
E[chaQge defiQiWeO\ iV a VSace fRU e[SeUiPeQWaWiRQ aQd aOO,µ RacheO e[SOaiQed 
UegaUdiQg TaWe CROOecWiYeV SOaQQiQg, ´bXW [«] Ze·Ue UeaOO\ cRPPiWWed WR LaWe aW 
TaWe VWiOO haSSeQiQg heUe aW TaWe BUiWaiQ [«] ThiV gaOOeU\ feeOV WR Pe Oike a VSace 
for young Londoners, and so this is a space for young people to get a digital 
SeUVSecWiYe RQ BUiWiVh aUW [«] IW·V a ORcaO SOace heUe.µ The SWXdiR·V ORZeU SURfiOe aOVR 
provided facilitators opportunities for more tangential explorations of new 
practices aQd WRROV WhaW PighW be haUdeU WR UaWiRQaOiVe iQ TaWe·V higheU-profile 
VSaceV. ´WhaW Ze dR iV aQ e[SeUiPeQWaO OX[XU\µ, Rebecca Vaid. ´TR deOiYeU Whe PRVW 
digital to the most people is for the digital team, but to discuss what that means 
politically iV XV.µ 
 
The facilitators I spoke to also seemed to be conscious, however, of the risk of the 
Studio becoming more elite by virtue of this intimacy, a trap that many other kinds 
of digitally-mediated spaces have fallen into (Bassett 1999). One of the suggestions 
I heard many times over, in a similar vein to my observations of the Samsung 
Centre, was a desire to find new ways for the Studio to transcend its own 
infrastructures by collaborating more with other galleries across Tate, and spaces 
at other cultural instiWXWiRQV. ´I dRQ·W ZaQW WhiV URRP [Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR] WR be a 
VecUeW OiWWOe cOXb fRU UeSeaW XVeUV haYiQg a gUeaW e[SeUieQce aQd QR RQe eOVe,µ JeQ 
Vaid. ´I ZaQW XV WR aOZa\V fiQd PRUe Za\V WR RSeQ iW XS [«] We·Ye had a ORW Rf RWheU 
museums come to us to ask how to integrate digital. And some of them seem to 
WhiQk WhaW if Whe\ dRQ·W haYe RXU kiW, aQd RXU faciOiWaWeV, aQd RXU iQfUaVWUXcWXUeV, 
Whe\ VhRXOdQ·W bRWheU. I dRQ·W WhiQk digiWaO VhRXOd be VeSaUaWe, iW VhRXOd be iQfXVed 
acURVV eYeU\WhiQg.µ LXca had beeQ deYeORSiQg ViPiOaU ideaV: ´WhaW I ZaQW WR kQRZ 
is, how do we build digital learning across ViWeV? [«] FRU e[aPSOe, ZhaW ZRXOd a 
PRbiOe VWXdiR ORRk Oike? [«] I feeO WhaW Whe Qe[W VWeS iV geWWiQg RXW. GeWWiQg RXW ZiWh 
our experience, out with our tech, shariQg iW ZiWh RWheUV. CUeaWiQg RXWVide.µ  
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ThiV PRWiYaWiRQ WR ¶cUeaWe RXWVide· Rf Whe SWXdiR, aQd diffXVe iWV SUacWiceV iQWR RWheU 
kinds of institutional spaces, was shared by the facilitators I spoke to at both Tate 
and the British Museum. It also brings a core aim of this research to the forefront ² 
to examine not only the relations between Tate Exchange and Tate Britain, but 
also between both spaces and the institutional apparatus of Tate itself. In the final 
section of this chapter, I will discuss my observations of these interspace 
interactions more widely, with a focus on how the negotiations between Tate and 
its spaces of experimentation were associated with institutional power relations. 
 
6.8 The power, and limits, of digital 
experimentation 
 
A central area of inquiry that I found myself returning to many times while 
working with Tate regarded the role played by its experimental spaces in 
addressing institutional asymmetries of power. I observed many moments where 
Tate actively encouraged the more subversive practices that occurred within the 
bRXQdV Rf WheVe VSaceV, fURP hackiQg SURPiQeQW aUWZRUkV WR hRVWiQg ¶digiWaO 
hijackings90· Rf iWV gaOOeUieV. What I wanted to know more about, however, was 
whether these acts of allowing were merely another manifestation of the 
institutionalism of subversion that museums ² especially those devoted to 
contemporary art like the Tate Modern, according to Serafini (2018) and 
Raunig/Ray (2009) ² have already long been engaged in, or whether there was 
something more transformative going on. What did the lived space of Tate 
Exchange and the Digital Studio offer the dreams and imaginaries of their users, I 
wondered, that Whe VXUURXQdiQg iQfUaVWUXcWXUeV Rf TaWe·V gaOOeUieV ² cutting-edge 
though they sometimes were ² did not?  
 
 
90 ¶DigiWaO HijackeUV· ZaV Whe WiWOe Rf Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR·V fiUVW SXbOic workshop in November of 2013, which 
eQcRXUaged YiViWRUV WR ´dURS iQ aQd jRiQ XV WR hijack, UePi[ aQd aQiPaWe RXU RQOiQe cROOecWiRQ Rf BUiWiVh AUWµ. 
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Fig. 6: A 3D animation workshop during Loud Tate: Shift91 (Digital Studio Remix 2016). 
 
FRU PaQ\ Rf Whe TaWe VWaff I VSRke WR iQ SaUWicXOaU, ¶fUeedRP· ZaV RQe Rf Whe PRVW-
XVed WeUPV WR deVcUibe WheiU UeOaWiRQV ZiWhiQ TaWe·V e[SeUiPeQWaO VSaceV. AW Whe 
Studio, for example, facilitators and users alike had more freedom to create, upload 
and disseminate digital artefacts across the web than Tate staff were typically 
given. This arose from the fact that like many other institutions of its size as 
described by DiMaggio and Powell (2000), Tate was engaged in a process of 
¶VWUXcWXUaWiRQ·92 during my time there, which included the consolidation of control 
over its digital presences to display a more unified public image. I observed various 
occasions where websites and other digital assets were taken off the web from 
projects that did not adhere to Tate design guidelines. Tate staff were also 
increasingly discouraged from setting up digital media outlets on their own without 
first receiving official approval. This caused frustration amongst the staff I spoke to 
ZhR deViUed WR ZRUk PRUe fOe[ibO\. ´We caQ·W geW aQ\ZheUe QeaU Whe PaiQ TaWe 
VRciaO Pedia chaQQeOV,µ FaciOiWaWRU #3 Vaid, ´ZheUeaV aW VRPeZheUe eOVe VPaOOeU, 
you would. Too many people are competing for the limelight. Large organisations, 
WhaW·V WheiU cRPSOe[iW\. The\ ZaQW WR cXUaWe WheiU ¶YRice·. BXW aUeQ·W Whe\ VXSSRVed 
to be there to have a conversation? There is a lot of control over things here, like 
 
91 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-britain/festival/bp-loud-tate-shift.  
92 The process by which an institution defines its field of practice in relation to that of other institutions.  
 175 
computer interfaces or back-eQd cRPPXQicaWiRQ chaQQeOV, WhaW \RX ZRXOdQ·W 
e[SecW.µ ThiV UefOecWiRQ iOOXVWUaWeV a cRQWUadicWiRQ aW Whe heaUW Rf iQVWiWXWiRQaO 
structuration. By centralising control over its digital assets, Tate risked alienating 
key members of staff who had helped foster its more innovative digital practices. 
 
In association with this finding, the introduction of deliberately experimental 
spaces like Tate Exchange and the Digital Studio can be understood as a pragmatic 
PRYe RQ TaWe·V SaUW WR addUeVV WheVe kiQdV Rf WeQViRQV. ´IW feeOV Oike iQVWiWXWiRQV 
Qeed WR haYe WhRVe V\VWePV Rf SRZeU,µ LXca Vaid, ´aQd \eW Whe\ aOVR Qeed WR SURYide 
places where that can be opened up, where people can be more free. Or else 
iQQRYaWiRQ caQ·W haSSeQ.µ B\ eQabOiQg ¶fUeeU· digiWaO cR-creation to occur within the 
boundaries of dedicated spaces that both staff and publics can engage with, large 
institutions like Tate benefit by encouraging new practices and tools to be tested at 
smaller scale, and with less risk. 
 
TaWe·V SaUWiWiRQiQg Rf iWV e[SeUiPeQWaO VSaceV did QRW PeaQ WhaW Whe iQVWiWXWiRQ 
itself remained unaffected by their experiments. On the contrary, as discussed in 
the previous section, the motivation shared by many of the facilitators I spoke to 
was to actively ensure that the practices of these spaces expanded outside of the 
limits of their own infrastructures, and into other kinds of environments. Rebecca 
and Jen both described how they had witnessed gradual changes within Tate since 
the Digital Studio had opened in 2009. ´I WhiQk WhiV SOace haV beeQ V\QRQ\PRXV 
with collaborative working-and-VhaUiQg SUacWice fURP Whe begiQQiQg,µ Rebecca Vaid, 
´aQd WheUe aUe QRZ eQRXgh SeRSOe aW diffeUeQW deSaUWPeQWV ZhR XQderstand the 
open way we work, that they are maybe helping inspire other departments. 
Helping the museum be more collaborative and open when the departmental 
VWUXcWXUe aQd Whe aUchiWecWXUe dReV QRW VXSSRUW WhaW iV aQ RQgRiQg SURjecW.µ OWheU 
facilitators like JeQ Vaid Whe\ had QeYeU VeeQ ´QeaUO\ aV PXch digiWaO PakiQg aW 
RWheU PXVeXPV aV WheUe iV heUe [«] iW·V e[ciWiQg Whe TaWe WakeV WhaW VeUiRXVO\.µ 
 
These shifts of perception express how power can be transferred from an 
institution to its staff and publics ² and they can be seen not only in changes 
ZiWhiQ TaWe·V UeOaWiRQV, bXW aOVR iQ Whe VhifWiQg UeOaWiRQV beWZeeQ Whe VSaceV· 
facilitators and users. Sarah Horrocks was director of the London Connected 
LeaUQiQg CeQWUe, RQe Rf TaWe E[chaQge·V AVVRciaWe gURXSV Zho organised a 
 176 
workshop93 iQ Whe VSace fRU VchRROchiOdUeQ iQ 2017. She e[SOaiQed WhaW heU WeaP·V 
encounters with Tate Exchange had impacted their knowledge of how to approach 
\RXQg SeRSOeV· eQgagePeQW ZiWh Whe aUWV: ´GRiQg WR TaWe, XViQg WhaW VSace, 
thinkiQg abRXW Whe facW iW·V iQ a gaOOeU\, a PXVeXP, WhiQkiQg abRXW hRZ Ze 
eQcRXUage chiOdUeQ WR UeVSRQd WR aUW aQd WheQ WhiQk PRUe cROOabRUaWiYeO\, WhaW·V 
heOSed XV PRdif\ RXU RZQ ZRUk. AQd becaXVe Ze·Ue UeaOO\ VchRROV fRcXVed, Ze WeQd 
to work in that really schooly way, where people come on a particular time to do a 
particular thing. But what was great about Exchange is the kids had a lot more 
freedom, and they absolutely made the relationship between the spaces, and they 
ZeUe UeaOO\ cOeaU abRXW ZheUe Whe\ ZeUe [«] Whe\ didQ·W Vee Whe gaOOeU\ biW aV gRiQg 
WR aQRWheU SOace [«] FRU WheP, WhaW·V jXVW ZhaW haSSeQV ZheQ \RX gR WR a gaOOeU\ ² 
\RX Vee aUW, \RX Pake aUWµ (interview 29/03/17).  
 
The Digital Studio facilitators I spoke to also discussed how they had witnessed 
VhifWV iQ SRZeU UeOaWiRQV beWZeeQ Whe PXVeXP aQd iWV SXbOicV. FRU KaW, Whe VSace·V 
greatest impact had been in providing evidence of what could happen when users 
were provided with the creative license to act as more than just consumers of fine 
aUW. ´ThiV VSace dReV haYe aQ abiOiW\ WR Wake RYeU,µ Vhe Vaid, ´aQd b\ WhaW I PeaQ [iW 
can] take back agency for people, to make stuff themselves, to feel like makers. So 
if anyone has power here, I would say it·s the space itself ² I know how weird that 
sounds, but iW·V WUXe. BUiQgiQg SeRSOe iQ ZhR aUe Pa\be VcaUed Rf WhiV ZRUOd, 
sharing it with them. Tate is big [«] BXW URRPV Oike WhiV, Whe\ heOS giYe XQe[SecWed 
VRXUceV SRZeU.µ JeQ, PeaQZhiOe, UefOecWed WhaW Vhe had ceUWaiQO\ VeeQ ´hackV Rf 
SRZeUµ iQ Whe SWXdiR, eVSecially during public events run by young people that 
brought in new audiences. When I asked her if these events had subverted power 
UeOaWiRQV beWZeeQ TaWe aQd iWV SXbOicV, hRZeYeU, Vhe UeVSRQded caXWiRXVO\. ´YRX 
have to take calculated UiVkV,µ Vhe Vaid. ´IQ WeUPV Rf SRZeU, aQd hieUaUch\, iW·V YeU\ 
important for us to be very realistic about who we are. We are an art gallery. We 
aUe iQ aQ ROd PXVeXP. We Qeed WR QRW WU\ aQd WUick RXUVeOYeV WRR PXch [«] aQd 
cleverly integrate digital and making and hacking inWR WhaW ZiWhRXW [«] VWaUW[iQg] 
VR faU aZa\ fURP iW WhaW iW becRPeV PeaQiQgOeVV WR bRWh SaUWieV [«] becaXVe iW caQ·W 
jXVW be abRXW a digiWaO hXb iQ a bXiOdiQg.µ  
 
 
93 Located at https://www.tate.org.uk/whats-on/tate-modern/tate-exchange/workshop/city-spaces.  
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JeQ·V SRiQW WhaW Whe DigiWaO SWXdiR ZRXOd haYe OeVV iPSacW if iW diYeUged WRR faU 
fURP TaWe·V core aims is important, because it reflects the level of nuance that is 
required to ensure experimental spaces introduce their innovations to host 
institutions with a sense of care, in ways that are understandable and useful, both 
to users and institutions. Only then, it seems, is sustainable organisational change 
possible. Cutler (2018, n.p.) has described how this kind of nuance was essential to 
TaWe E[chaQge iQ SaUWicXOaU, becaXVe ´Whe d\QaPicV beWZeeQ Whe iQVWiWXWiRQ aQd 
programme often live in tension, particularly when change is taking place, and 
many questions arise about the ability of an institution to be involved in forming a 
cUiWiTXe WhaW iPSOicaWeV iWVeOf.µ ThiV beiQg Vaid, Vhe aOVR e[SUeVVed Whe beOief WhaW 
´Whe deOibeUaWiYe SURceVV [Rf TaWe E[change] has been transformative. It has made 
a diffeUeQce WR iQVWiWXWiRQaO YaOXeV [«] WhaW iPSOieV a QeZ baOaQce beWZeeQ a 
presupposed historical position of authority with that of standing equally among 
¶aOO· RWheUVµ (2018, n.p.). It is in this practice of VWaQdiQg ¶eTXaOO\ aPRQg aOO·, UaWheU 
than according to the power-geometries that have all too often defined interactions 
between museums and their publics, that the impacts of experimental spaces like 
Tate Exchange and the Digital Studio are at their most powerful. 
 
6.9 Conclusion 
 
In this chapter, I analysed data from participant observation at a variety of 
gatherings, questionnaires and informal chats with space users, interviews with 
facilitators and collaborators, and action research to explore how two case study 
sites, Taylor Digital Studio and Tate Exchange, worked. I also examined how these 
spaces interacted with each other, and how they interacted with Tate itself, taking 
a particular look at how their practices impacted ² and yet were also limited by ² 
institutional power relations.  
 
This allowed me to arrive at three main findings. My first finding in this chapter 
was that the material conditions of collections makerspaces matter. Their 
infrastructures and technical affordances, and the amount of attention and 
resourcing they receive from their hosts, both limits and enhances their impact. 
These conditions affect the extent to which they can have an impact their users, 
and also ow much their practices can impact those of institutions. In the case of the 
Digital Studio, the space was limited by a lack of funding for full-time staff, its 
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location in a lesser-XVed SaUW Rf RQe Rf TaWe·V ROdeU PXVeXPV, aQd Whe OiPiWed 
acknowledgement of its achievements on an wider institutional level ² but it was 
also able to challenge these kinds of limitations by working more collaboratively, 
openly and flexibly. The Studio also benefitted from focusing its co-creation 
acWiYiWieV RQ TaWe BUiWaiQ·V YaVW cROOecWiRQ Rf RXW-of-copyright works. In this way, it 
provided much inspiration for those who had engaged with it several times. 
 
The space of Tate Exchange, meanwhile, opened with greater public fanfare and 
more resources in terms of dedicated staff time and institutional attention. It also 
benefitted from an entire floor at Tate Modern, which was centrally located in one 
Rf LRQdRQ·V PRVW heaYiO\ YiViWed PXVeXPV. IWV OiPiWed iQ-house technical 
affordances, however, meant that it could not be enacted as aQ ¶RQWRgeQeWic VSace· 
through the processes of transduction94 (Kitchin and Dodge 2011) as frequently as 
the Digital Studio. Despite these limitations, TaWe E[chaQge·V impacts were clearly 
articulated in terms of numbers through the door (emphasised in its prominent 
PeQWiRQV iQ TaWe·V aQQXaO UeSorts) and also in the depth of engagement it enabled 
amongst its users. 
 
My second main finding in this chapter was that the introduction of the Tate 
Exchange as an alternative site of experimental participation to that of the more 
digitally-focused Digital Studio brought about a specific set of interspace relations 
within Tate, which both complicated and enhanced the way the Digital Studio itself 
was produced. As the smaller and less publicised space of the two, I found that the 
Studio needed to continue to act as a shape-shifter in order to stay in symbiosis 
with the needs of its facilitators and users, and those of its younger sister space. 
 
The third finding of this chapter is that experimental spaces have started to impact 
the power-geometries of agency and access (Massey 1993) of Tate itself, both in 
terms of how it interacts with its publics, and also how it interacts with its own 
members of staff. By affecting the subjectivities of those who engaged with them, 
the Digital Studio and Tate Exchange have started to shift power relations by 
transferring agency from the power/knowledge apparatuses of the Tate as an 
 
94 As discussed in Chapter 3, transduction is defined in this thesis as the making-anew of a spatial domain 
through the reiterative practices of human and technological assemblages, which constitute both the way a space 
is produced, and the conditions under which it can be continually re-made (Dodge and Kitchin 2005, 162). 
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institution to its publics and its staff. This was evidenced in how the users and 
facilitators I spoke to articulated their own emerging subjectivities as digital 
makers ² a process which affected both how they perceived of Tate, and also how 
they interacted with it.  
 
As has also been discussed, there are limits to the impacts of these spaces, as seen 
in how they can be unevenly perceived by users and facilitators alike. They are also 
limited by their own temporalities, which shift dynamics and potentials over time 
according to evolving and difficult-to-predict flows of capital and influence. 
However, in open workshops like that of the Digital Studio, where classical works 
Rf aUW ORQg aVVRciaWed ZiWh Whe dRPiQaQce Rf a VRcieW\·V PRUe eOiWe gURXSV aUe 
remixed for the first time by young people who might never have entered the Tate 
Britain before, opportunities abound ² to challenge old ways of doing things, and 
even more importantly to transform the logics and discourses that made those 
ways dominant in the first place. By supporting the experiments of spaces like the 
SWXdiR aQd TaWe E[chaQge, TaWe·V gaOOeUieV can help to ensure their collections 
remain salient for new generations. 
 
7. Wellcome Collection Reading Room 
7.1 Introduction 
 
“The division between the hidden space of the museum in which knowledge is 
produced […] and the public spaces in which it is offered for passive consumption, 
produces a monologic discourse dominated by the authoritative cultural voice of the 
museum". 
 - Tony Bennett, The Birth of the Museum, p.108 
 
This chapter discusses the Reading Room at the Wellcome Collection museum in 
London as a space which both challenges, and constitutes, my definition in this 
thesis of what a collections makerspace can be. This means that I will both work 
with my initial definition of collections makerspaces as digitally-mediated public 
spaces with creative tools and facilitators who help users make and learn with a 
cultural collection, while also moving beyond this definition to discuss the 
possibilities of temporally-bounded collections makerspaces which are only enacted 
as such on occasion. As a hybrid space that is always open to its publics in an aim 
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WR ´chaOOeQge hRZ Ze aOO WhiQk aQd feeO abRXW heaOWhµ (WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ 2018, 
n.p.), the Reading Room is continually enacted as a library and a gallery, and only 
sometimes enacted as a collections makerspace. It has also evolved from a closed 
environment for knowledge acquisition amongst elites to an open one, which is co-
produced by librarians, curators and publics alike.  
 
This chapter will proceed as follows. I will begin with a short history of the 
Wellcome Collection, the influence of its access to capital and the imaginaries of its 
benefactor Henry Wellcome, who envisioned the Reading Room as a hybrid space 
from its earliest iterations. I will then discuss the circumstances of the Reading 
RRRP iQ iWV cXUUeQW fRUP b\ e[aPiQiQg iWV affRUdaQceV, iWV ¶ZXQdeUkaPPeU· 
curatorial style and its public programming. This will be followed with an 
examination of how the Reading Room was produced through its everyday 
practices and events. I will conclude the chapter with a relational analysis of the 
space, discussing its effects on other kinds of spaces at the Wellcome Collection, on 
interactions between staff, and on staff-user relations. In doing so, I will explain 
how my encounters with the Reading Room have added nuance to my 
understanding of the possibilities of collections makerspaces. 
 
7.2. Wellcome Collection history: Exploration 
through investment 
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Fig. 1: The Wellcome Collection building under construction (Wellcome Trust 1931). 
 
The Wellcome Collection was established in 1932 as the Wellcome Building by the 
pharmacist, philanthropist and collector Sir Henry Wellcome, whose legacy 
remains a strong influence on the current-day institution. As an individual, 
WeOOcRPe haV beeQ UefeUUed WR aV ´SaVViRQaWeµ (Adamopoulou and Solomon 2016, 
51) aQd ´RbVeVVedµ (Launer 2017, 507), with an almost supernatural level of energy 
that left him preoccupied by a diverse array of eccentric endeavours, including the 
cROOecWiRQ Rf cXUiRViWieV fURP aURXQd Whe ZRUOd. Like Whe BUiWiVh MXVeXP·V eTXaOO\ 
wealthy founder Hans Sloane, Wellcome was often found collecting artefacts 
abroad, and his fortune provided him with the ´Peans to indulge his obsession [of 
cROOecWiQg aUchaeRORgicaO aQd eWhQRgUaShic RddiWieV] RQ aQ aOPRVW iQdXVWUiaO VcaOeµ 
(Gould 2007, 9)95. By the late 1920s, Wellcome was spending more on acquisitions 
than the British Museum; by the 1930s he had amassed over five times the 
artefacts of the Louvre (Launer 2017). By his death, what is now known as the 
¶WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ· consisted of an immense number of artefacts that not only 
explored medicine, but also other aspects of culture and the human body that 
included torture instruments, sex toys, weapons and even samples of human hair.  
 
 
95 WeOOcRPe·V WiPe VSeQW cROOecWiQg aUWefacWV fURP aURXQd Whe ZRUOd ZaV only somewhat limited by an 
XQhaSS\ PaUUiage ZiWh Whe PXch \RXQgeU iQWeUiRU deVigQeU S\Uie, ZhR ´deWeVWedµ hiV cROOecWiRQV (Menon 2012). 
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The majority of these artefacts were either sold or put into storage until 2003, 
when the 'Medicine Man' exhibition was launched at the British Museum in 
Wunderkammer RU ´ZRQdeU URRPµ VW\Oe, a method of curating objects not according 
to the dominant taxonomies of the time, but instead according to their level of 
SRVVibOe iQWUigXe fRU YieZeUV. The ¶MediciQe MaQ· e[hibiW ZaV Ue-launched in the 
Wellcome building itself in 2007, where it continues to be hosted on a permanent 
basis as an homage to the eccentric curatorial interests of its benefactor 
(Adamopoulou and Solomon 2016).  
 
The current-day Wellcome Collection actually constitutes several different 
collections, which include archives and manuscripts on the history of medicine, 
SUiQWed PedicaO ZRUkV aQd VcieQWific OiWeUaWXUeV, aQ ¶AUW CROOecWiRQ· Rf RYeU 250,000 
ZRUkV, aQ ¶AViaQ CROOecWiRQ· ZiWh ZRUkV iQ RYeU 40 OaQgXageV, aQd a ¶MRYiQg IPage 
aQd SRXQd CROOecWiRQ· (WeOOcRPe LibUaU\ 2017a, n.p.). There is also Henry 
WeOOcRPe·V SeUVRQaO cROOecWiRQ Rf hiVWRUicaO PedicaO aQd eWhQRgUaShic iWePV, a 
closed collection of around 117,000 items on long-term loan at the Science Museum, 
some of which are featured in the Medicine Man exhibit. Together, these collections 
span over 30,000 years, and include an estimated 2.5 million items96. In addition, 
the Wellcome Collection also iQcOXdeV Whe ¶WeOOcRPe LibUaU\·, a hXb fRU Whe VWXd\ Rf 
PedicaO hiVWRU\ ZiWh 750,000 bRRkV, jRXUQaOV aQd RWheU SXbOicaWiRQV, aQd ¶WeOOcRPe 
ImageV·, aQ e[WeQViYe iPage UeSRViWRU\ Rf 40,000 iPageV fURP biRPedicaO aQd 
clinical sciences (Wellcome Library 2017a, n.p.). 
 
The WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·V caSaciW\ WR PaiQWaiQ, PaQage aQd cXUaWe WheVe YaVW 
collections on a daily basis is made possible by the inVWiWXWiRQ·V cRQWiQXed acceVV WR 
an equally vast internal endowment, a privilege experienced by very few cultural 
institutions in the U.K. This has been made possible through a long process of 
gradual acquisition and investment by the Wellcome Trust, which carries a £25.9 
billion investment profile97 WhaW fXQdV Whe WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·V acWiYiWieV. WheQ 
Henry Wellcome died in 1936, he bequeathed all the shares of his company 
(amounting to about £3 million) to the creation of a new trust for medical research 
called the Wellcome Group. From the 1950s to 1980s, the Wellcome Group 
developed breakthrough drugs like the antiviral medication Zovirax, and by 1986, 
 
96 This statistic was provided to me by Wellcome Collection librarian Elayne Hodgson by email in 2016. 
97 As of 30 September 2018 (Wellcome Trust 2018). 
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the Trust had started to float the proceeds of its shares to further diversify its 
assets, which allowed it to increase its charitable donations and grants by a large 
margin (Wellcome Trust 2018). 
 
This continued access to internal capital means the Wellcome Collection as an 
institution is able to invest not only in profit-focused initiatives, but also those that 
are more exploratory. The current-day Wellcome Trust (as Wellcome Group is now 
caOOed) haV becRPe VR iQfOXeQWiaO WhaW WikiSedia OiVWV iW aV Whe ZRUOd·V VecRQd 
wealthiest charitable foundation after the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
(Wikipedia 2018). The TUXVW deVcUibeV iWVeOf aV ´SROiWicaOO\ aQd fiQaQciaOO\ 
iQdeSeQdeQWµ (WeOOcRPe TUXVW 2017, n.p.), and states that it invests the majority of 
the income from its investment portfolio on funding schemes that support 14,000 
individuals in 70 countries. The kinds of projects that the Trust funds vary in 
remit, but all share a general focus on public health and well-being98. The Reading 
Room is one such project. In the next section, I will discuss how the Reading Room 
was imagined and constructed, and the hybridisation of library and museum 
functions that define it. 
 
7.3 A Reading Room for the Wellcome Collection  
 
The Reading Room was first constructed by Henry Wellcome to augment his 
SeUVRQaO OibUaU\. He iPagiQed iW aV a gUaQd ¶haOO Rf VWaWXaU\,· ZiWh PaUbOe bXVWV 
and totem poles that would add grandeur to his then-sprawling personal museum. 
WhiOe WheVe OibUaU\ aQd PXVeXP VSaceV UePaiQed SUiYaWe dXUiQg WeOOcRPe·V 
lifetime, he wanted them to eventually be combined into a public resource. He 
tested out this vision in 1913 by launching his first public exhibition of select 
artefacts from his museum collection, and in the 1920s he started hiring 
professional librarians to manage his library collection and make it available for 
the use of selected scholars (Wellcome Library 2017b). 
 
 
98 The Trust has also stated that it aims to spend £5 billion more in the next five years to support a 
broader spectrum of ideas, from medical innovation to public policy and the humanities (Wellcome Trust 2017). 
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Fig. 2: Back wall of Reading Room, before staircase (Wellcome Trust 1962). 
 
 
Fig. 3: Back wall of redesigned Reading Room, with staircase (Wellcome Trust 2016). 
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AfWeU WeOOcRPe·V deaWh, hiV OibUaU\ cROOecWiRQ ZaV RSeQed WR Whe SXbOic iQ 1962 aV 
Whe ¶WeOOcRPe HiVWRUicaO MedicaO LibUaU\·, a SOace fRU ´VROiWaU\, VchROaUO\ VWXd\µ 
WhaW ZaV ´cUaPPed ZiWh bRRkcaVeV aQd caUd caWaORgXeVµ (Arnold and Chaplin 2014, 
viii). This library, which sits alongside the current-day Reading Room and is now 
simply called the Wellcome Library, is free for anyone to use, and sees over 40,000 
YiViWRUV a \eaU (CRRk 2016). IQ 2007, WeOOcRPe·V OibUaU\ aQd PXVeXm collections 
ZeUe XQified aV Whe ¶WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·. AW WhiV WiPe, Whe ReadiQg RRRP VWiOO 
looked very much like a typical reading room for solitary study. After an extensive 
£17.5 million re-development aimed at meeting future visitor demands, however, 
Whe WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ ZaV UeOaXQched iQ 2014 aV a VeW Rf ´biggeU, bROdeU, bUaYeUµ 
(Cook 2016, 16) spaces that provided opportunities for more collaborative 
engagements with the collections. These included a revamped library, cafés, 
museum exhibits, evenW VSaceV aQd aQ aPbiWiRXV ¶QeZ· ReadiQg RRRP deVigQed b\ 
architectural firm Wilkinson Eyre that featured both library and museum artefacts 
in an explicitly participatory environment.  
 
This 2014 iteration of the Reading Room was the space that I encountered during 
P\ fieOdZRUk ZiWh Whe WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ. The ReadiQg RRRP·V UeOaXQch had 
more recently been accompanied by a series of internal shifts within the Wellcome 
Collection itself, which meant that once-separate departments who managed the 
iQVWiWXWiRQ·s museum and library functions had been brought together into the 
same team for the first time99. This meant that the space of the Reading Room was 
collaboratively facilitated by two groups of individuals: First, Wellcome Collection 
staff who came from both curatorial and library backgrounds, along with staff who 
focused on visitor engagement; and second, external collaborators and members of 
the public who joined them to run events in the space. 
 
A Wellcome Collection report in 2017 which accompanied this consolidation stated 
that it had been motivated by data which revealed that despite increased numbers 
Rf YiViWRUV SaUWiciSaWiQg iQ Whe iQVWiWXWiRQ·V fUee e[hibiWV aQd cafpV, a OaUge SRUWiRQ 
of its vast museum and library collections remained undiscovered or difficult to 
acceVV, ZiWh ´RQO\ a VPaOO gURXS YiViW[iQg] XV iQ RUdeU WR eQgage deeSO\ ZiWh RXU 
 
99 SWaff iQfRUPed Pe WhaW WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·s public programming, museum collections, digital assets 
and library collections had been managed by separate departments for many years before being combined in 2017. 
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cROOecWiRQVµ (Robertson et al. 2017, 3). By merging artefacts and approaches from 
WeOOcRPe·V diffeUeQW cROOecWiRQV, iW ZaV hRSed WhaW Whe ´e[SeUiPeQWaO e[hibiWion-
PakiQgµ Rf a UeiPagiQed ReadiQg RRRP ZRXOd iQVSiUe a ´UekiQdOed e[ciWePeQW 
about the value that libraries bring to our lives", in the words of Head of Public 
Programmes Ken Arnold and Head of Wellcome Library Simon Chaplin (2014, viii). 
 
Events Officer Valerie Brown, who had helped envision the current iteration of the 
Reading Room and continued to facilitate the space on a daily basis, explained to 
Pe WhaW ´Ze ZaQWed WR acWiYeO\ eQcRXUage SeRSOe QRW RQO\ WR Uead aQd e[SORUe, bXW 
also to discuss, to look, to touch, to share, to deeply engage. We knew we had an 
audience who wanted to be more deeply involved, we knew we wanted to consult 
WheP aQd haYe a ORW Rf cRQWeQW WhaW caPe fURP WhePµ (interview 17/02/17). By 
combining the in-depth engagements of the Wellcome Library with a new round of 
invitations to engage with Wellcome collections through hands-on learning, making 
and discussion (using the kinds of participatory tactics also employed by many 
other cultural institutions in their second wave of developments as outlined in 
Chapter 2), the central imaginary of a hybridised Reading Room was that it would 
provide Wellcome Collection staff with new opportunities to experiment with public 
participation. In the next section, I will start to analyse how these initial visions of 
the Reading Room translated into its lived realities, by taking a particular look at 
its affordances and its public programming. 
 
7.4 Reading Room affordances and programming 
 
My experience of entering the Reading Room for the first time was one of surprise 
² primarily because the Reading Room, like the other sites featured in this thesis, 
is not necessarily easy to find. The space is nestled on the quiet third floor of the 
bustling building where the Wellcome Collection museum and its free public 
e[hibiWV aUe ViWXaWed iQ LRQdRQ·V BORRPVbXU\ QeighbRXUhRRd. ThiV XSSeU-floor 
location means that to access the Reading Room for the first time, members of the 
public must first feel adventurous enough to roam beyond the cafés and exhibits of 
the bXiOdiQg·V PaiQ fORRU aQd Whe addiWiRQaO e[hibiWV Rf iWV VecRQd fORRU. USRQ 
negotiating this infrastructural hurdle, I encountered a welcoming multi-use space 
filled with comfortable tables, reclining chairs and even pillows for browsing with 
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that positioned the space as a library, a gallery and a public meeting grounds, its 
dRRUZa\ ePbOa]RQed ZiWh Whe SURPSWV WR ´ORRk, WRXch, Uead, cROOecW [aQd] WaOkµ. 
 
 
Fig. 4: Main view of the Reading Room after its 2014 redesign (Burnsc10 2015). 
 
These prompts to participate manifested themselves in various ways throughout 
the space, from signs that provided books and artefacts from the collections for 
interacting with, to invitations to engage with hands-on activities and art 
installations (see Fig. 4). Its users were continually invited, both through written 
VXggeVWiRQV aQd aOVR b\ Whe VSace·V faciOiWaWRUV, WR eQgage cUeaWiYeO\ ZiWh WheVe 
offerings, from joining written public discussions and sketches left on bulletin 
boards, to sketching their portraits on a specialised drawing table with provided 
materials, to discussing or making things that relate to particular aspects of the 
collections. Like the other collections makerspaces featured in this thesis, there 
were very few digital affordances on offer at first glance, other than an interactive 
¶RSeUaWiQg WabOe· WhaW could be used to explore and unwrap different digital objects 
related to the human body, such as an Egyptian mummy. Unlike the spaces of the 
Taylor Digital Studio and Samsung Centre, however, there was very little technical 
equipment available on-site at all, meaning that in a similar way to Tate 
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Exchange, the Reading Room was only occasionally enacted as a digitally-mediated 
collections makerspace RU ZhaW DRdge aQd KiWchiQ (2005) ZRXOd caOO ¶RQWRgeQeWic·. 
 
I found that the focus of the Reading Room, instead, was to evoke making and 
learning through the use of other kinds of material affordances, which were 
perhaps most appropriately described as pre-digital100 objects. I learned from 
facilitators of the space that 1,000 books and 100 artefacts from the collection were 
featured in it at any one time for users to interact with on a revolving basis. These 
items were associated with 10 different thematic areas which are organised into 
¶]RQeV· Rf acWiYiW\: AOcheP\, Body, Breath, Face, Faith, Food, Lives, Mind, Pain and 
Travel. To inspire hands-on engagement around these concepts, each zone featured 
a combination of what were referred to by facilitators as ¶nontouchables· (such as 
Whe ¶CORViQg NeXUaO TXbe DUeVV· b\ Helen and Kate Storey, which illustrates the 
early stage of embryonic development through a red fur-based sculpture); 
¶interactives· (from vintage stereoscopes to board games); and ¶consumables· (from 
recipe cards and bookmarks to take away, to postcards which once filled out were 
mailed by staff once a week) (Cook 2016; Vigour 2016). 
 
The facilitators whom I spoke to discussed how this way of organising artefacts had 
been inspired by the Wunderkammer101 RU ¶ZRQdeU cabiQeW· VW\Oe Rf cXUaWiRQ 
employed in the Medicine Man exhibit102. Wunderkammers originated with the 
ZRUOd·V fiUVW UecRUded PXVeXPV103, built by members of the aristocracy in 16th and 
17th century Europe to display exotic and difficult-to-categorise personal collections 
in ways that incited reflection and contemplation. One of the most famous 
examples of a historical Wunderkammer can be found in the 17th ceQWXU\ ¶MXVcei 
WRUPiaQi HiVWRUia· Rf the physician and naturalist Ole Worm, a medical professor 
at Copenhagen University who accumulated fantastical specimens from exotic 
locales between 1620 and 1654 that ranged from narwhal tusks to dangling 
 
100 Here I refer to objects that precede the advent of digital technologies like computers; this does not 
preclude objects that use discrete binary numbers to operate, such as clocks or radiology equipment, both of which 
are also parts of the collection. 
101 IQ GeUPaQ, WXQdeUkaPPeU WUaQVOaWeV WR ´ZRQdeU URRPµ, aQd iW iV aOVR UefeUUed WR VRPeWiPes as 
¶KXQVWkaPPeU· RU "aUW URRP", aQd ¶KXQVWkabiQeWW· RU ´ZRQdeU cabiQeWµ.  
102 As described previously, this is a permanent exhibit at the Wellcome Collection which displays many of 
the strangest and most memorable items collected by Henry Wellcome during his lifetime. Its objects are arranged 
accRUdiQg WR WhePe aQd W\Se, aQd aUe SUeVeQWed aORQg ZiWh a YaUieW\ Rf cRPPeQWaUieV WR ´VhRZ WhaW RQe RbjecW caQ 
PeaQ PaQ\ diffeUeQW WhiQgV, aQd WeOO PaQ\ diffeUeQW VWRUieVµ (Wellcome Collection 2018). 
103 One of the firsW UecRUded defiQiWiRQV Rf Whe ZRUd ¶PXVeXP· caQ be fRXQd iQ Whe We[W Dr. Samuel 
Johnson·s Dictionary iQ 1744, ZhR deVcUibeV iW aV ´a ReSRViWRU\ Rf OeaUQed CXUiRViWieVµ (Alexander 1995, 3). 
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crocodiles to automated clocks. These repositories featured rare finds from 
archaeological and ethnographic sources gathered while trading, colonising and 
pillaging, from the remains of fantastical beasts to shrunken heads and intricate 
sculptures (Lasser 2014).  
 
The Wunderkammers of the 16th and 17th century were typically utilised as a way 
fRU eOiWeV WR UeiQfRUce WheiU ¶diYiQe· UighW WR UXOe fRU Whe RbVeUYaQce Rf RWheU eOiWeV, 
and there was little interest in opening up them up for public use (Alexander 
1995). However, it was common for collectors to collaborate with others (as seen in 
the activities of Sir Hans Sloane and Henry Wellcome alike) to ensure their 
Wunderkammers were regularly updated with new rarities from colonies abroad ² 
a UeOaWiRQVhiS WhaW UeiQfRUced Whe VeePiQg ¶UighWQeVV· aQd ¶ciYiOiVaWiRQ· of European 
empires and the corresponding ¶VaYageU\· Rf plundered cultures, as Stuart Hall 
(2005), Virginie Spenlé (2011) and Philip Hoare (2014) have all described. 
 
Where I observed the Reading Room diverging from historical Wunderkammers 
was in both its aims, and also its modes, of engagement. By opening up the once-
hiddeQ aUWefacWV Rf WeOOcRPe·V YaVW cROOecWiRQV WR SXbOicV, Whe ¶ZRQdeU URRP· 
curatorial style was used as a way of inciting not only the consumption of 
intriguing artefacts, but also the production of new knowledges around and with 
them. Valerie explained that one of her favourite artefacts featured in the space 
was a reproduction of the Ripley Scroll, one of six scrolls in the Wellcome Collection 
that dates from the 1500s. ´NRUPaOO\,µ Vhe Vaid, ´WhiV kiQd Rf WhiQg ZRXOd be iQ Whe 
RaUe MaWeUiaOV RRRP« iW·V jXVW VR fUagiOe, WhaW geWWiQg iW RXW WR ORRk aW ZRXOd be 
quite a challenge, and then only a few would be able to actually do that. So I just 
love that this room allows it tR be RXW WheUe fRU eYeU\RQe WR Vee aQd WRXch.µ  
 
IQ PaQ\ Za\V, Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V SURgUaPPiQg aV a WXQdeUkaPPeU can be 
viewed as a natural extension of the ¶OiYed VSaceV· (LefebYUe [1974] 1991) 
constructed by web users to navigate digitally-mediated environments. Areti 
Adamopoulou and Esther Solomon (2016) have described the parallels between the 
free associations of Wunderkammers and the ways that some people arrange 
knowledges on the web, by curating their own personal wonder rooms on blogs and 
webpages displaying curious and beloved digital acquisitions. In the next section, I 
will draw more directly from participant-observation and interview data from my 
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time with the Reading Room to add more nuance to these observations of it as a 
contemporary Wunderkammer, by examining the many kinds of interactions that 
happened in the space. This will illustrate how the Reading Room is a space that is 
produced not only through material affordances, but also (and more importantly) 
through the ¶relational space· of its carefully cultivated open practices. 
 
7.5 Reading Room practices and events 
 
Fig. 5: A zine-making workshop is facilitated in the Reading Room (Camden50 2015). 
 
In my time with the Reading Room, I witnessed many moments where facilitators 
invited free association and participation not only thURXgh Whe VSace·V aUWefacWV, 
but also by experimenting with various approaches that they had constructed to 
bRWh iQciWe aQd PRdeO acWiYe SaUWiciSaWiRQ ZiWhiQ Whe VSace b\ ´be[iQg] WheUeµ, bXW 
´QeYeU WRR RbYiRXVµ (FaciOiWaWRU #4). ThiV Oack Rf e[SOiciW UeVWUicWiRQV RQ XVeU 
behaviours both enhanced facilitator and user enjoyment of the space, and also 
caXVed VRPe PRPeQWV Rf WeQViRQ, ZheUe diffeUiQg e[SecWaWiRQV abRXW ¶ideaO· Za\V Rf 
working could emerge. I will deVcUibe bRWh effecWV Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V RSeQQeVV 
to interpretation in this section.  
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FRU faciOiWaWRUV, a SUiPaU\ PRWiYaWiRQ iQ beiQg ¶QeYeU WRR RbYiRXV· ZaV WR eQVXUe 
QeZeU XVeUV feOW ZeOcRPed iQ Whe VSace. ´I WhiQk \RX caQ XVXaOO\ VSRW WhRVe SeRSOe 
who aUe UeaOO\ XQVXUe,µ VaOeUie e[SOaiQed, ´WhiQkiQg caQ I eYeQ cRPe iQ heUe? [«] 
The Visitor Experience staff here, the Reading Room teams who are invigilating 
Whe VSace, Whe\ aUe ceQWUaO WR WhaW [«] VRPeWiPeV I gR iQ WheUe, aQd eYeQ I caQ·W 
fiQd WheP. The\·re really not evident. But they really are looking out for those 
SeRSOe [«] IW·V iPSRUWaQW WR QRW jXPS iQ WRR TXick, bXW aOVR QRW WR OeaYe iW WRR ORQg« 
VR WheUe·V UeaOO\ a ORW Rf« hPP« looking [laughter], you know? Feeling it out, 
figuring out what people ZRXOd SUefeU, aOO Rf iW VR Whe\ caQ feeO ZeOcRPe.µ IW ZaV 
aOVR iPSRUWaQW, Vhe added, WhaW ´SeRSOe VhRXOd feeO cRPfRUWabOe not engaging if they 
didQ·W ZaQW WR, RU QRW eQgagiQg iQ a Za\ WhaW Ze PighW XQdeUVWaQd, VR VRPeRQe 
might pick up a book and sit there for 3 hours, they might doze, they might hear 
one of our conversations happening from the periphery, and then want to move 
RYeU WR WhaW aUea, aQd geW PRUe eQgaged« aQd WhaW·V hRZ Whe VSace ZaV UeaOO\ 
deVigQed. I·P YeU\ aZaUe WhaW Whe diffeUeQW VWUaQdV Rf activity have a lot of effects 
on people in the space. Modelling behaviour motivates behaYiRXU.µ  
 
The fUeedRP WR eQgage (aQd aOVR WR QRW eQgage) ZiWh Whe VSace·V diYeUVe RffeUiQgV 
meant that during my time spent with the Reading Room, it rarely felt like the 
same kind of space for two days in a row. Some of these fluctuations emerged from 
the evolving flows of users who happened to come into the space during the public 
exhibits and associated events that happened on the main floors of the Wellcome 
Collection building. Other moments of variation, meanwhile, originated from the 
rotating menu of public events that were hosted within the Reading Room itself, 
from hands-on workshops to informal discussions, which made up the Open 
Platform series, the Object-Archive series and the Artist-Lead series.  
 
These events, which occurred on an irregular basis, were central to how the 
Reading Room was produced as a space, and also an important measure of its 
health as an ecosystem, each drawing in a mix of regular and new participants. 
While Object-Archive and Artist-Lead events were typically facilitated by staff 
facilitators or paid collaborators, Open Platform events could be facilitated by 
anyone (from Reading Room users to members of the public), as long as the activity 
related to the Wellcome Collection itself. Other than a sign in the main floor café, 
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most events were typically only announced a few minutes prior to starting104, so 
WhaW SeRSOe ZRXOd be eQcRXUaged WR VWXPbOe XSRQ WheP iQ ´PRPeQWV Rf 
haSSeQVWaQceµ aV RQe facilitator put it. To ensure Open Platform events in 
particular were open to anyone, Valerie sat in the Reading Room at a pre-
scheduled time once a week to make herself available for people to come and 
discuss their ideas. She explained how that her aim in setting up the series had 
beeQ WR eQabOe VXUSUiVe: ´We kQeZ Ze had aQ eVWabOiVhed OiYe SURgUaPPe 
downstairs [«] aQd Whe cafp geWV YeU\ SRSXOaU, aQd iW aOO geWV bRRked YeU\ TXickO\« 
so it seemed important to me to have a place where things were hands-on, but also 
ZeUeQ·W bRRkabOe, aQd ZheUe Ze cRXOd VXUSUiVe RXU aXdieQce. The SRS-up approach 
means you could be sitting in the café, with everything booked out, and then five 
PiQXWeV OaWeU \RX cRXOd be ViWWiQg Qe[W WR aQ e[SeUW, haYiQg a cRQYeUVaWiRQ. ThaW·V 
an important philosophical point ² bXW ZhaW I aOVR didQ·W ZaQW ZaV fRU Whe VSace WR 
geW RYeUUXQ, VR \RX ORVe WhaW deSWh Rf eQgagePeQW ZiWh Whe aXdieQce« VR ZheQ 
SeRSOe dRQ·W kQRZ iQ adYaQce, ZheQ iW·V a SRS-XS, iW·V PRUe Whe SeRSOe ZhR aUe iQ 
there at the tiPe. IW aOVR PeaQV WhaW I dRQ·W haYe WR VigQ eYeU\WhiQg XS PRQWhV iQ 
advance like usual; I can sit there in the space and someone can come up to me and 
Va\ ¶I ZaQW WR dR WhiV· aQd I caQ Va\ ¶\eV, OeW·V dR iW iQ a feZ ZeekV.·µ 
 
During an Open Platform sessiRQ caOOed ¶LeW·V WaOk abRXW bOiQdQeVV· WhaW I RbVeUYed 
in May of 2017, for example, the activity focused on the John Hull book Notes on 
Blindness which was part of the Wellcome Collection. This session was co-
facilitated by Valerie and Aidan, who worked at the Wellcome Collection and was 
visually impaired. While the event was being announced downstairs, Valerie and 
Aidan reserved a group of comfortable reclining gchairs in the centre of the 
Reading Room which were typically used for events of this kind. A sign was put up 
next to the chairs explaining what the discussion was about, so that others could 
join if they wanted to. Participants filtered in slowly, one by one, until about 5 
minutes after the hour when the group numbered nine. A few participants left 
silently once the session began, allowing new participants to take their seats.  
 
 
104 On Sunday June 11th 2016, for example, the following event was announced from the Wellcome 
CROOecWiRQ·V PaiQ fORRU UeceSWiRQ deVk: ´DeaU YiViWRUV, iQ 5 PiQXWeV WheUe ZiOO be a dURS-in event in the Reading 
RRRP RQ LeYeO 2. ShRZ Rff ZhaW·V iQVide \RXUVeOf b\ cUeaWiQg a SeUVRQaOiVed bURRch RU SiQ WhaW UeSUeVeQWV \RXU 
unique human experience. Join maker Chris Webb to design, draw or stitch badges that embody your bodily 
e[SeUieQceV; a dRdg\ WXPP\ RU heaUW PXUPXU cRXOd be Whe iQVSiUaWiRQ fRU a faVhiRQabOe acceVVRU\! ThaW·V cUeaWiQg 
badges that embody your bodily experiences iQ Whe ReadiQg RRRP iQ 5 PiQXWeV· WiPe.µ 
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Valerie introduced herself and me, asking if it was acceptable that I jot down notes 
for this study (like all of my observations in the Reading Room, I avoided the use of 
recording equipment in order to allow interactions to flow more naturally). All 
heads nodded, some a bit shyly. Participants included a young international 
student who said it was her first time ever at the Wellcome Collection. She had just 
come to take a loRk aW Whe e[hibiWV, Vhe Vaid, aQd ZaV ´bORZQ aZa\ WhaW a URRP Oike 
WhiV caQ eYeQ e[iVW iQ a SOace Oike LRQdRQµ. AQ iOOXVWUaWRU e[SOaiQed Vhe had jRiQed 
Whe acWiYiW\ heU ZRUk ´ORRkV aW diffeUeQW Za\V WR Veeµ.  
 
Another participant said that she also had problems with both her sight and her 
hearing, and she did freelance work creating audio recordings for others who had 
similar impairments. The last participant I spoke to described how she was a 
UegXOaU XVeU Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP. ´ThiV iV P\ faYRXUiWe URRP, I WhiQk, iQ LRQdRQ,µ 
Vhe Vaid, ´aQd Pa\be WhaW I·Ye eYeU beeQ WR« iW·V jXVW bUiOOiaQW.µ AV Whe gURXS WaOked 
animatedly, several other intrigued users of the Reading Room came over to 
observe, to loiter and even just to whisper nearby while watching. There was a 
preceptible VeQVe Rf cXUiRViW\, Rf ´caQ I jRiQ WheP?µ. The caVXaO Za\ iQ Zhich the 
activity was facilitated, and the open body language of its participants, who 
regularly welcomed in newcomers, illustrated to me the value of open public spaces 
like this in cities, where people of all kinds feel the agency to join in and contribute.  
 
The Object-Archive series also focused on unexpected moments of happenstance ² 
but in this case, the goal was to enrich interdepartmental collaboration amongst 
Wellcome Collection staff who came to it from different backgrounds, and between 
staff and XVeUV Rf Whe VSace. EYeQWV iQ WhiV VeUieV, VXch aV a ¶LGBTQ ]iQe cOXb· WhaW 
invited participants to browse through self-published magazines from Wellcome 
collections and then create their own, often brought staff members together to work 
as a team for the fiUVW WiPe. The ReadiQg RRRP·V AUWiVW-Lead series, meanwhile, 
invited creative practitioners to come into the space and make unexpected uses of 
iWV Sh\VicaO iQfUaVWUXcWXUeV, ´jXVW WR Vee hRZ iW aOO XQfROdVµ aV VaOeUie explained. In 
September of 2017, for example, I observed choreographer Sivian Rubinstein 
spending a week in the room engaging in conversations with users about dyslexia 
and creativity. She then created a solo piece from these interactions, which was 
performed live at the end of the week for anyone who happened to be in the 
Reading Room at the time.  
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Several of the facilitators and users I spoke cited the serialization of these kinds of 
events as being important to their experience of the space; a few users told me they 
came by the Reading Room daily or weekly just to see what kinds of events might 
emerge. I also observed many other kinds of ambient gatherings in the space that 
had clearly not been planned in collaboration with Reading Room facilitators at all. 
Wellcome Librarian Loesja Vigour, who had started working with the Wellcome 
Collection during masters-level research and had since become one of its core 
facilitators, described to me how she had recently seen lots of life-drawing sessions 
occur in the space that had been planned and delivered by users themselves. 
´The\·OO PeeW eYeU\ WedQeVda\ aW 1:00 RU ZheQeYeU,µ Vhe Vaid, ´aQd Whe\·OO XVe Whe 
central space where all the sofas are, with a perfect plinth in the middle for 
somebody to stand, with that quickfire drawing with 60 seconds and they change 
SRVe. AQd Whe\·OO XVe SURSV aQd WhiQgV. The\ VeeP YeU\ SURfeVViRQaO. The\ kQRZ 
ZhaW Whe\ aUe dRiQg iQ heUe. AQd WhaW·V UeaOO\ cRRO, becaXVe RbYiRXVO\ WhRVe gX\V 
haYe decided SUiYaWeO\ Whe\·OO dR WhaW, bXW I·Ye VeeQ RWheU SeRSOe ZhR aUeQ·W 
involYed jRiQ WRR, Oike kidV SXOOed iQWR Whe YRUWe[ Rf Whe gURXS acWiYiW\ [«] ThaW·V 
ZhaW Whe ReadiQg RRRP VhRXOd be abRXW UeaOO\µ (interview 14/03/17).  
 
Wellcome Librarian Nicola Cook, who had also started working with the institution 
aV a PaVWeU·V VWXdeQW aQd ended up becoming a Reading Room facilitator in 
addition to working in the Wellcome Library, discussed other moments where users 
had utilised the space for events, like language tutorials, that did not engage with 
iWV aUWefacWV. ´We had a OecWXUeU bUiQg iQ hiV ZhROe VePiQaU gURXS,µ Vhe Vaid, ´aQd 
Whe\ jXVW VaW iQ Whe cRUQeU aQd WaOked abRXW ZhaW Whe\ ZaQWed WR WaOk abRXW [«] 
and I kind of like these little ways people own the room to do exactly what they 
want, [because] that means it truly does feel like an open public space, and I think 
if Ze had UXOeV RQ Whe ZaOO WR OiPiW WheP, iW ZRXOdQ·W be haSSeQiQg. I dR WhiQk iW·V WR 
RXU beQefiW [«] IW·V a biW Oike a lizard, Whe ReadiQg RRRP. IW·V cROd-blooded. It 
WhUiYeV RQ Whe ZaUPWh Rf RWheUVµ (interview 14/03/17). 
 
ThiV cRPPeQW RQ Whe YaOXe Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V fOe[ibiOiW\ UefOecWV hRZ iPSRUWaQW 
iW ZaV WhaW iW UePaiQed acceVVibOe WR diYeUVe gURXSV iQ RUdeU WR UeWaiQ iWV ¶ZaUPWh· ² 
a core concern for the facilitators I spoke to. They discussed observational studies 
they had run to determine the needs of different kinds of users, and occasions 
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where they had avoided turning people away, no matter their background. The 
Creative Investigation Project, for example, was a study on Reading Room user 
behaviours which was facilitated by the WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·V OSeUaWiRQV WeaP iQ 
2015 in partnership with visitor experience strategists Davies and Heath. To 
investigate how different kinds of people experienced the space in different ways, a 
series of creative evaluation techQiTXeV ZeUe XVed, fURP feedback caUdV WR ´SRVW-it 
QRWe WakeRYeUVµ Rf ke\ aUWZRUkV, WR WUaiQiQg ZiWh fURQW-of-house staff to undertake 
baVic RbVeUYaWiRQaO SUacWiceV aV ´VWaff eWhQRgUaSheUVµ (Vigour 2016, 42).   
  
Other conclusions that had been made about the needs of different user types came 
from staff experiences of faciOiWaWiQg Whe VSace RQ a daiO\ baViV. ´I WhiQk Ze aUe 
always very wary of turning people away entirely,µ VaOeUie Vaid. ´It depends on the 
behaviour really, and how it impacts on other visitors, rather than the person 
themselves. I can think of a couple of people who are regular visitors who clearly 
dRQ·W haYe hRPeV fRU e[aPSOe, aQd WhaW·V jXVW fiQe. IQ a Za\, I VRUW Rf WhiQk hRZ 
Qice WhaW Whe\ dR XVe iW. I·d Oike WR WhiQk WhaW iW·V aQ RSeQ bXiOdiQg fRU aOO. BXW iW·V 
jXVW abRXW keeSiQg WhaW baOaQce VR QR RQe·V acWiRQV SUedRPiQaWe, RU Wake RYeU. 
ETXiOibUiXP iV iPSRUWaQWµ. One of her favourite memories, she added, had been 
´ZheQ Ze had a chRUeRgUaSheU cRPe iQ ZhR iV diVabOed, aQd Whe VeVViRQ Zas about 
WheP acceVViQg Whe fORRU aQd UROOiQg aURXQd RXWVide Rf ZheeOchaiUV [«] PeRSOe jXVW 
chanced upon it, and ended up having some quite powerful conversations about 
hRZ WR XVe Whe VSace [«] TheUe aUe ceUWaiQ WhiQgV \RX Qeed WR SXW iQ SOace fRU VRPe 
people, in advance, so you can ensure they too really can make use of it [and] I 
WhiQk eYeU\RQe UeaOO\ gaiQV fURP haYiQg WhRVe cRQYeUVaWiRQV.µ  
 
I also observed that there were certain unwritten rules which seemed to complicate 
Whe VSace·V cOaiPV Rf beiQg RSeQ to all kinds of user practices. These rules, while 
not explicitly stated, seemed to be understood amongst the core facilitators of the 
space who were also Wellcome staff. Even amongst this group, however, I found 
incongruencies in how the rules were interpreted and enforced. One rule, for 
example, discouraged eQgagePeQWV ZiWh ´ZeW cUafWVµ (e.g. PakiQg acWiYiWieV WhaW 
iQYROYed gOXe, SaiQW aQd RWheU ¶PeVV\· PaWeUiaOV), or bringing food and drink in the 
space, dXe WR Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V SUR[iPiW\ WR UaUe bRRkV aQd aUWefacWV.  
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The facilitators I spoke to relayed conflicting views about the utility of these 
unwritten rules. Facilitator #5, for example, had issues with what they described 
as the seemingly arbitrar\ QaWXUe Rf ceUWaiQ UXOeV, fRU e[aPSOe Whe VSace·V 
electrical outlets only being allowed to be used at certain times (which, I was told, 
ZaV fRU ¶heaOWh aQd VafeW\· UeaVRQV), Va\iQg WhaW Whe\ feOW WhaW WheVe kiQdV Rf OiPiWV 
cRXOd ´ViW TXiWe XQcRPfRUWabO\µ ZiWh Whe VSace·V RSeQ aiPV. ´YRX·Ue fUee,µ Whe\ Vaid, 
´bXW QRW UeaOO\. IW iV VXch a gUeaW VSace RQ SaSeU fRU VRciaOiViQg, aQd WaOkiQg abRXW 
WhiQgV, aQd dRiQg WhiQgV. BXW WheUe·V aOVR VWXff \RX caQ·W Pake [«] TheUe aUe dR·V 
aQd dRQ·WV. AQd SeRSOe dRQ·W QeceVVaUiO\ kQRZ ZhaW WhRVe aUe.µ 
 
Facilitator #3, meanwhile, shared the story of the Closing Neural Tube Dress by 
Helen and Kate Storey, which in their understanding had gone from being a hands-
on artefact available for anyone to play with, to something that was 
´QRQWRXchabOeµ. The\ e[SOaiQed: ´The WhiQg iV, iW ZaV PeaQW WR be WXgged RQ, PRYed 
aURXQd, PaQiSXOaWed, WRXched b\ PaQ\ SeRSOe«. iW ZaV VXSSRVed WR be YeU\ WacWiOe 
[«] a kiQd Rf OR-fi interactive thing. It was meant to break the typical museum 
rules by aOORZiQg SeRSOe WR SXW WheiU haQdV RQ iW. BXW WheQ Whe ¶dR QRW WRXch· VigQ 
caPe RQ iW, aQd eYeQ I aP QRW TXiWe VXUe Zh\. IW·V VhURXded iQ P\VWeU\. SR eYeQ 
aPRQgVW XV, Whe UXOeV aUe XQcOeaU« Whe\ chaQge« Whe\ aUe VRPeWiPeV VWUaQge. SR 
this piece is now not beiQg XVed fRU iWV SXUSRVe. HRZ dR Ze eQVXUe SeRSOe aUeQ·W 
restricted in their other freedoms, if some areas have barriers and some do not? 
[«] WheUe dR Ze dUaZ Whe OiQe?µ 
 
These reflections illustrate how even a space for explicitly open experimentation 
can end up disseminating its own kinds of intangible rules and regulations. In the 
community-run makerspaces of first to third-wave shared machine shops described 
in Chapter 2, this kind of governance has typically taken the form of public lists of 
community bylaws and rules, which, as described by Annika Richterich (2016), are 
collectively-managed and therefore continually renegotiated. In the institutional 
bRXQdV Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP, hRZeYeU, Whe VSace·V UXOeV ZeUe XQZUiWWeQ, aQd 
therefore unclear to anyone who was not a core facilitator. This lack of clarity 
UeVXOWed iQ bRWh XVeUV aQd faciOiWaWRUV deVcUibiQg Whe VSace aV ¶fUee·, ZhiOe aOVR 
expressing uncertainties regarding the extent of those freedoms. 
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I also witnessed various occasions where users themselves engaged in acts of self-
discipline which controlled the freedoms of others. One way in which I saw users 
regulate the space to make its environment more like that of a typical library was 
WhURXgh Whe acW Rf ¶VhXVhiQg·, RU iQVWUXcWiQg WhRVe aURXQd Whem to be quieter. 
Facilitator #4 discussed how they too often saw WhiV kiQd Rf SROiciQg: ´SRPe SeRSOe 
dR aVVXPe WhiV iV PeaQW WR be a WRWaOO\ ViOeQW SOace WR ZRUk [«] aQd Ze·Ye had 
SeRSOe eYeQ adYeUWiVe WhaW, Va\ RQ WheiU bORgV iW·V a SOace fRU VWXd\iQg [«] one of the 
very high-XSV iQ Whe PXVeXP eYeQ gRW VhXVhed b\ a SaUWiciSaQW. I·Ye beeQ aOVR 
VhXVhed TXiWe aggUeVViYeO\, WROd QRW WR WaOk iQ heUe, aQd I·Ye had WR e[SOaiQ acWXaOO\ 
iW·V fiQe. A ORW Rf SeRSOe WhiQk WhiV VSace iV ZhaW Whe\ feeO iW iV, aQd Whe\ want to 
VhXW iW dRZQ«. RWheUV ZaQW WR RSeQ iW XS.µ  
 
Another set of limitations regarded user engagements with digitally-mediated 
practices. Like those of the Tate Exchange space, events that featured digital (as 
opposed to craft-based) making in the Reading Room needed to acquire those tools 
fURP eOVeZheUe becaXVe Rf Whe VSace·V OiPiWed WechQicaO affRUdaQceV. ThiV PeaQW 
WhaW iW cRXOd RQO\ be eQacWed aV a cROOecWiRQV PakeUVSace ZheQ aQ eYeQW·V 
facilitators had external access to technical equipment. 
 
Users who chose to use the space to work in alone on their laptops, meanwhile, 
were typically discouraged from engaging in this practice in the afternoons and 
evenings, when public events and other modes of participation were offered. 
Facilitators explained these ´SXUSRVefXOO\ ORZ-Wechµ (FaciOiWaWRU #2) motives as a 
Za\ Rf PaiQWaiQiQg Whe VSace·V atmosphere: ´I haYe WhRXghW abRXW [chaQgiQg the 
laptop limitation], certainly,µ VaOeUie Vaid, ´but I do think the balance of the space 
would change [«] iW would become like just another café where people work 
silently and alone on their computers. We want things to be more versatile than 
that. So we give people wifi for an hour. And we find a lot of them in here in the 
PRUQiQg, XViQg OaSWRSV. IW·V a gUeaW VSace fRU WhaW, iW·V fiQe, iW·V a PRUQiQg URXWiQe. 
But then when my events [the Open Platform series] start in the afternoon, they 
disrupt all that [here, she smiled a sly smile]. And the good thing is you get a 
cRPSOeWeO\ diffeUeQW aPbieQce.µ Solomon Szekir-Papasavva, a Wellcome staff 
librarian who had helped facilitate the Reading Room since it had reopened, felt 
that these restrictions maintained iWV Whe VSace·V cROOabRUaWiYe eQeUg\, because of 
Whe Za\V WhaW iWV XVeU behaYiRXUV ´dicWaWe Whe PRRd aQd e[SecWaWiRQ Rf QeZcRmers. 
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A lot of people using laptops creates a silent study atmosphere, which newcomers 
immediately tune into, leading them to engage in a less open and expressive way. 
When an activity or two is taking place instead, newcomers respond to the buzz 
and noise, and are more comfortable to explore, ask questions, have conversations 
aQd Sick WhiQgV XSµ (interview 17/02/17). 
 
The staff facilitators I spoke to also expressed ambivalence about the main piece of 
technological equipment that the Reading Room did offer: The virtual autopsy 
WabOe. FaciOiWaWRU #3 Vaid WhaW ZhiOe iW ZaV ´RQe Rf Whe WhiQgV WhaW SeRSOe ZaOk 
straight over to when they enter, and maybe are new, and are pretending they 
haYe a SXUSRVe gRiQg iQWR Whe URRP,µ Whe\ UaUeO\ VaZ aQ\RQe VSeQdiQg a VigQificant 
amount of time with it. Perhaps, they suggested, this was because in comparison to 
´aOO Whe SaSeU aQd PakiQg VWXff aURXQd [«] iW UeTXiUeV PRUe WiPe WR gR WhURXgh iW 
SURSeUO\.µ VaOeUie, PeaQZhiOe, aWWUibXWed PRUe YaOXe WR Whe WabOe becaXVe iW RffeUed 
diffeUeQW Za\V Rf eQgagiQg WhaQ RWheU aUWefacWV. ´YRX caQ Vee aQ acWXaO PXPP\ iQ 
Whe e[hibiW dRZQVWaiUV,µ Vhe e[SOaiQed, ´aQd WheQ e[SORUe WhURXgh a YeU\ 
VRShiVWicaWed UeSUeVeQWaWiRQ ZhaW caQ be XQcRYeUed heUe [«] iW·V VRPeWhiQg \RX 
can do in a self-direcWed Za\. YRX·Ue cRPSOeWeO\ iQ cRQWURO.µ She added WhaW ´fRU Pe, 
Whe XVe Rf Whe Wech iV QRW WhaW iPSRUWaQW heUe. WhaW·V iPSRUWaQW iV WhiV control. The 
idea of the Reading Room is that it should be a place where you can slow down and 
browse, where you are given the freedom to engage with objects, prints, books and 
aOO VRUWV Rf RbjecWV WR heOS dR WhaW.µ  
 
By attempting to find a balance between providing users with this kind of 
autonomy, while simultaneously discouraging behaviours deemed less than ideal, 
facilitators had to walk a fine line between engaging with the space as participants 
or benevolent enforcers. However, by trying to give users the freedom to interpret 
the Reading Room in their own ways outside of these limits, even if that meant 
that some groups merely used it as a public meeting grounds, facilitators did try to 
ensure that they were not the only ones who felt enough agency to produce the 
space. This meant that the practices of the Reading Room evolved based on those 
who interacted with it each day, the kinds of events they decided to facilitate, and 
the myriad ways they interpreted its offerings. In the next section, I will examine 
the effects of these relations further by taking a look at how the ambiguity and 
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freedoms of the Reading Room contributed to its richness, while also impacting 
relations between Wellcome staff themselves. 
 
7.6 Reading Room relations and their impacts  
 
Fig. 6: Users explore books and activities in the Reading Room. Photo by author, 2017. 
 
During my time with the Reading Room, there were several occasions when the 
VSace·V iQWeQWiRQaOO\ haQdV-off facilitation style needed to be actively discussed, 
and at times renegotiated, amongst its core facilitators. These were typically 
individuals who were also Wellcome Collection staff, and therefore seemed to feel 
the greatest sense of sustained personal responsibility over the space. Building an 
understanding of the complexities of this open facilitation style became the main 
focus of my research in the Reading Room. As a result, instead of engaging in 
action research by organising my own events as I had at the other field sites, I 
interacted with the Reading Room as more of a user that a facilitator.  The VSace·V 
moments of recalibration needed to be delicately managed, I learned, because of 
the value attached to retaining the sense of freedom that was deemed central to 
how the Reading Room worked. This meant that unlike the precise and 
hierarchical project management mechanisms that had been employed by Samsung 
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CeQWUe VWaff WR diUecW hRZ iW eYROYed aV a VSace, Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V iWeUaWiRQV 
emerged more generatively out of its myriad relations.  
 
In great part, the depictions of the Reading Room that its facilitators shared with 
me involved imaginaries of experimentation and freedom. They cited these 
characteristics as essential to the ways the space operated, and as reasons why 
they found it inspiring. However, this interpretation of openness could also be a 
source of tension between Wellcome curatorial and library staff in particular, in 
SaUW dXe WR Whe facW WhaW QeiWheU gURXS feOW WhaW Whe\ SeUVRQaOO\ ¶RZQed· Whe VSace. 
In 2014, Arnold and Chaplin (2014, ix) explained that iQ VeWWiQg XS Whe ¶QeZ· 
Reading Room, the Wellcome Collection had been conflicted in how to situate the 
space equally around the library and museum aspects of its collections. As 
mentioned previously, the curatorial and library teams had also been enjoined by 
Wellcome Collection leadership in 2017 to collaborate on shared deliverables, 
instead of operating separately as they had for many years. These incongruencies 
meant that while the Reading Room had been imagined as a cross-team project, 
the reality was that some members of staff had deprioritised their engagements 
ZiWh VSace eQWiUeO\ dXe WR feeOiQg WhaW iW ZaV QRW ¶WheiUV· WR PaQage, caXViQg ´VRPe 
difficXOW iQWeUQaO SRZeU VWUXcWXUeVµ (FaciOiWaWRU #2) WhaW had OefW iWV daiO\ RSeUaWiRQV 
to a smaller group of staff than originally intended. Consistent negotiations were 
necessary, therefore, to engage less-involved members of staff ² with the cross-
team collaborations of the Object-Archive event series playing a key role in 
fostering these important connections. 
 
Other members of staff I spoke to, meanwhile, discussed their feeling that the 
WeOOcRPe LibUaU\ UePaiQed a ´PaUgiQaOiVedµ (FaciOiWaWRU #5) acWRU ZiWhiQ Whe 
iQVWiWXWiRQ, deVSiWe Whe OibUaU\·V cRQQecWiRQ WR ZhaW ZaV SeUceiYed aV Whe PRUe 
attention-grabbiQg ReadiQg RRRP ViQce Whe VSace·V UedeVigQ. ThiV VeePed WR aUiVe 
from a continued politics of whether library or museum functions should be 
prioritised, with museum functions generally being viewed by the staff I spoke to 
as more prominent within the Wellcome Collection ² a perception that they said 
had caXVed WeQViRQ beWZeeQ OibUaU\ aQd PXVeXP WeaPV ViQce Whe iQVWiWXWiRQ·V eaUO\ 
da\V. ´HRZ caQ \RX jXVWif\ \RXUVeOf, aQd aVk fRU PRUe UeVRXUceV« if \RX·Ue QRW 
acWXaOO\ PakiQg aQ\ PRQe\?µ FaciOiWaWRU #3 Vaid as we walked past the empty 
VheOYeV Rf Whe WeOOcRPe LibUaU\·V XSSeU fORRU RQe da\, Whe OibUaU\ aOPRVW ePSW\ 
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next to the bustling Reading Room next door to it, which was hosting another 
public event. They said that because the Library retained its focus on specialist 
collections related to the history of medical science, it still struggled to prove its 
´ZRUWhiQeVVµ iQ WeUPV Rf visitor numbers through its doors.  
 
This sense of inequality between the spaces of the Library and the Reading Room 
seemed to be further reinforced by the fact that the Reading Room did not appear 
privy to the same pressures to quantify its worth in terms of footfall ² the feeling 
iQVWead beiQg WhaW Whe VSace·V QebXORXVQeVV had aOORZed iW WR Wake RQ a ´TXaOiW\ 
YeUVXV TXaQWiW\µ (FaciOiWator #3) approach. Facilitator #4, for example, discussed 
with me their belief that was most important about the Reading Room was that it 
had encouraged staff to start concerning themselves less with bringing in big 
numbers, and instead with building in-depth interactions between the collections 
aQd XVeUV. ´We·Ue QRW ORRkiQg fRU QXPbeUV, fRU SRSXOaUiW\,µ Whe\ Vaid, ´Ze·Ue ORRkiQg 
fRU eQgagePeQW. AQd Ze·Ye had VRPe aPa]iQg eYeQWV ZiWh RQO\ a feZ SeRSOe. 
TheUe·V QeYeU beeQ aQ eYeQW iQ heUe WhaW·V dUaZQ iQ QR Yisitors. Everything 
eQgageV VRPeRQe.µ B\ UeiQfRUciQg iWV PRdXV RSeUaQdi Rf aPbigXiW\ aQd 
responsiveness, Reading Room facilitators were able to introduce new kinds of 
experimental practices for audience engagement within the Wellcome Collection, 
while also reinforcing the utility of such practices. 
 
It is important to recall here that many of the freedoms enjoyed by the Reading 
Room (unlike most of the other spaces examined by this thesis) emerged from the 
fact that it did not have to prove its worth in terms of numbers because of its 
continued access to internal capital. The wealth of the Wellcome Trust imbued the 
Reading Room staff facilitators with the time and space to really experiment ² a 
rare luxury in the museum world that they were all too aware of, and that they 
attempted to maximise where they could for the greater benefit of its users. 
 
ThiV eQcRXUagePeQW Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V QeZ Za\V Rf dRiQg had eYeQ VWaUWed WR 
result in the space impacting on the experimental spaces of other cultural 
institutions. Facilitators told me that the Reading Room was increasingly 
discussed as an exemplary space for public participation by museum professionals 
in other nations, who often asked for tours of it. This kind of influence had wider 
effects within Wellcome itVeOf. FaciOiWaWRU #3 feOW WhaW Whe ´PaiQ iVVXe WhaW 
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WeOOcRPe haV, iV WhaW Whe SXbOic Vide iV VeSaUaWe fURP Whe cRUSRUaWe Vide [«] WheUe·V 
ORWV Rf SaUWV Rf WhiV bXiOdiQg ZhR aUe QRW iQWeUeVWed iQ Whe SXbOic Vide [«VR] I WhiQk 
from a public side, the stature RU ZhaWeYeU, Whe VRUW Rf faPe WhaW Ze haYe« iW·V 
aOORZed XV WR be TXiWe UeVSecWed iQ Whe PXVeXP ZRUOd« Ze·Ue VPaOO, Ze haYe Whe 
UeVRXUceV WR Pake iW bUiOOiaQW, Ze·Ue aOZa\V e[SeUiPeQWiQg« VR I WhiQk WhiV URRP 
has definitely changed how the other [corporate] side thinks about public 
eQgagePeQW. SR Whe chaQge dReVQ·W haYe WR be a cRPSOeWe RYeUhaXO Rf Whe 
cRUSRUaWiRQ« iW caQ jXVW be aQ RYeUhaXO Rf hRZ Ze YieZ a VSace.µ 
 
The ReadiQg RRRP·V gURZiQg iQfOXeQce did not only affect internal relations 
between staff. I also observed its impacts on the ways that staff engaged with the 
WeOOcRPe CROOecWiRQ·V aXdieQceV. FaciOiWaWRU #2, fRU e[aPSOe, Vaid WhaW WheiU WiPe 
engaging with Reading Room users had made them think a lot about how the 
power relationships between staff and users of the Wellcome Collection needed to 
eYROYe. ´I WU\ WR Vee P\VeOf QRZ aV a faciOiWaWRU ZiWh a YeU\ OighW WRXch,µ Whe\ Vaid. ´I 
SUeVeQW P\VeOf aV RQe Rf Whe gURXS, UaWheU WhaQ acWiQg Oike I·P iWV OeadeU RU e[SeUW. 
And this makes a big difference.µ NicROa, WRR, Vaid WhaW Whe Za\ Whe ReadiQg RRRP 
shifted the expectations of staff-user relations had affected her own ideas of what 
ZaV SRVVibOe. ´I feeO Oike Ze aUe fiQaOO\ aVkiQg Whe aXdieQce ZhaW they want this 
WiPe,µ Vhe e[SOaiQed, ´aQd acWiQg RQ Zhat they can do. We watch them to ensure 
Whe\ aUe cRPfRUWabOe [«] VR Ze caQ Vee WheP cRPiQg iQWR Whe URRP aQd PakiQg 
WheiU RZQ habiWV, becRPiQg a SaUW Rf WhaW VSace« aQd WhaW iV VhifWiQg Whe SRZeU 
VWUXcWXUe« Whe VhaSe Rf WhiQgV, iQ UeaOO\ cUXciaO Za\V. There is something about 
how the room is structured now that has seeped out, across those of us in staff who 
haYe beeQ a SaUW Rf iW. IW·V chaQgiQg XV.µ  
 
TheVe kiQdV Rf UefOecWiRQV UeYeaO hRZ Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V deOibeUaWe h\bUidiW\, aQd 
the variety of ways in which it could be enacted as a library, a museum, a public 
meeting grounds and a collections makerspace, had started to affect not only the 
tone of staff relations within the Wellcome Collection, but also the ways that 
museum staff themselves engaged with WheiU SXbOicV. The VSace·V iQWeUQaO 
influence within Wellcome, as seen in its interactions with other spaces like the 
Wellcome Library and with other kinds of institutions, meant that it retained its 
freedom to experiment ² a freedom which was evidenced in its staff-user relations. 
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7.7 Conclusion  
 
Fig. 7: Self-portraits made on the Reading Room·s draZing table. Photo by author, 2017. 
 
In this chapter, I examined the Reading Room as a hybrid space for public 
participation that is also sometimes enacted as a collections makerspace. I first 
took a look at the influence of its history to its current-day iteration, and the ways 
it has evolved from a closed site for elite knowledge acquisition to an open one that 
aims to engage many different kinds of users. I then examined its affordances (and 
the limits of its technical capacities), its 'Wunderkammer' curatorial style and its 
programming, discussing how these visions translated into its everyday practices. I 
explored in particular how the space's open ways of working were evidenced by the 
diversity and scope of its events, which were facilitated by both staff and publics. I 
then examined the bURadeU iQVWiWXWiRQaO iPSacWV Rf Whe ReadiQg RRRP·V SUacWiceV, 
both regarding the internal relations that had emerged within the Wellcome 
Collection by virtue of its encounters with the space, and the ways that 
institutional staff interacted with publics. 
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Together, these observations depicted a space which complicated the duality 
diVcXVVed b\ TRQ\ BeQQeWW beWZeeQ ´hiddeQ VSace Rf Whe PXVeXP iQ Zhich 
kQRZOedge iV SURdXcedµ aQd Whe ´SXbOic VSaceV iQ Zhich iW iV RffeUed fRU SaVViYe 
cRQVXPSWiRQµ (2013, 108) at the beginning of this chapter. Because the Reading 
Room was co-produced by its facilitators and users, it felt like many different kinds 
of spaces depending on the needs of the moment. While the Reading Room was only 
occasionally enacted as a digital space, however, it was continually facilitated 
through uses of peer production, making and learning practices. While, like Tate 
Exchange, the Reading Room did not benefit from the in-house technical 
affordances to enact itself as such very often (a quality that its facilitators do not 
feel is a priority, and indeed preferred not to encourage outside of specific public 
events), its encouragement of making and craft to participate with collections 
rather than merely consuming them has revealed how the spirit of a collections 
makerspace can be enacted through hands-on practices, even when the ¶ontogenetic 
space· (Dodge and Kitchin 2005) of technological actors is not in evidence.  
 
This combination of limits and continuities has enriched my understanding of how 
a collections makerspace can be envisioned and produced, by illustrating how it can 
be engaged in co-productive and creative practices even without the use of digital 
tools. This is not to say that there is necessarily an explicit causality between 
Reading Room as a collections makerspace and as a space of co-production, but 
rather that these ways of doing are, in its case, co-constituted. When combined 
ZiWh Whe VSace·V iQWeQWiRQaO h\bUidiW\, aQd iWV eQcRXUagePeQW Rf XVeU behaYiRXUV 
associated with free association and experimentation, the unique institutional 
circumstances (and privileges) of the Reading Room have meant that it has started 
to influence not only the relations of the Wellcome Collection itself, but also those 
of other kinds of cultural institutions elsewhere. This did not mean that the 
imaginaries of the Reading Room did not have their own internal inconsistencies, 
as evidenced in the uncertainties expressed by facilitators and users regarding the 
extent of their freedoms in the space, and the ways that its rules, where enforced, 
remained unwritten and unclear. It did mean, however, that the Reading Room 
ZaV iQ PaQ\ Za\V Whe PRVW ¶RSeQ· Rf Whe VSaceV e[aPiQed iQ WhiV VWXd\, deVSiWe 
(and in some cases as a direct result of) its deliberate indeterminacy. 
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8. Conclusion: Towards decoupaged 
space  
 
“In the case of certain aboriginal indigenous cultures […] my understanding is that 
most people painted every day, and in doing so, they were participating in the 
cultural ceremonials which connected them to their own culture. This is a problem 
with institutions like the Tate, they take that shared culture and they make it elite, 
and we·re supposed to feel they·re being generous. And I think something powerful 
that digital culture can do is allow people to make something of their own again […] 
to say you need to remake this to help it come alive – that·s very powerful, I think. 
That·s the change.µ 
 - Ruth Catlow of Furtherfield, discussing the Tate Digital Studio, 2017  
 
As the case studies of this thesis have illustrated, the diffusion of once-grassroots 
spaces for digital material engagement into institutional territories is an ongoing 
project, the contours of which are continually being renegotiated according to the 
shifting alliances and tensions of myriad actors. In the case of the individuals who 
live in the vicinity of Tate Modern, whom the artist Tania Bruguera attempted to 
bring together for her Tate Neighbours initiative, these kinds of forces are 
illustrated when we ask what it means to widen access to a QaWiRQ·V cultural 
heUiWage iQ a diVWUicW Rf LRQdRQ ZhRVe ¶QeighbRXUV· QRZ iQcOXde QRW RQO\ Whe 
working-class locals who have for many years lived in its council flats, but also 
increasingly millionaires. A group of these millionaires introduced themselves to 
their neighbours in 2016 by filing a ¶SUiYac\ OaZVXiW· agaiQVW Tate, with the claim 
that the views from TaWe MRdeUQ·V UedeVigQed WRS fORRU abRYe TaWe E[chaQge 
entrenched on the sanctity of their glass-walled £4m investment properties105.  
 
This scenario illustrates the kinds of processes that Doreen Massey (1993, 2013) 
spoke of when discussing how the power-geometries of agency, access and mobility 
of different groups are associated with socioeconomic privilege and also with flows 
of capital, leading to uneven stratifications of their interactions with, and 
expectations of, the spaces they encounter. It also reflects the reality that the 
 
105 Tate Modern won the case in February of 2019, with the judge ruling that residents had "created their 
own sensitivity by buying flats with floor-to-ceiling windows in the first place", stating the investment advantages 
Rf Whe fOaWV aQd WheiU ORcaWiRQ ´iQ effecW cRPeV aW a SUice iQ WeUPV Rf SUiYac\µ (BURZQ 2019). 
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spaces of collections makerspaces, too, are privileged and fragile ecosystems. While 
they remain safe for now within institutions, community-run makerspaces like 
London Hackspace are moving further out of London, driven by the increased rents 
that accompany the gentrification of inner-city districts like that of the Tate 
Modern106. Nevertheless, there is a malleability to these flows and relations, as 
witnessed when sociotechnical experiments in widening access to museums enable 
¶cUackV· (Hall, Massey, and Rustin 2013) to emerge which foster new kinds of 
arrangements that challenge the status quo. This study demonstrates how the 
collections makerspace is one such site where these kinds of negotiations can occur.    
 
The eight chapters of this thesis have allowed me to explore the primary focus of 
this project, which was to develop an account of a specific kind of public space 
found within museums which encouraged experimental interactions with their 
cultural artefacts through digitally-mediated making and learning practices ² 
spaces which I termed collections makerspaces. In particular, my aim with this 
research was to explore how collections makerspaces worked, how they interacted 
with institutions, and what their effects were. In Chapter 2, I examined how once-
dissident first- and second-wave makerspaces had evolved into the fourth-wave 
spaces for making that were starting to open within museums, analysing the (often 
concurrent) sociotechnical transformations of U.K.-based makerspaces and cultural 
iQVWiWXWiRQV. B\ UeYieZiQg OiWeUaWXUeV iQ Whe WUadiWiRQ Rf FRXcaXOW·V geQeaORgicaO 
approach, I tried to explore not only the historical knowledges that were readily 
available, but also the community stories that might have been left out of the 
dominant narratives which outlined these moments of progression. 
 
In Chapter 3, I discussed the theoretical frameworks that informed my analysis, 
positioning the relations of space and power at collections makerspaces as key 
forces in their production. I first worked with the perspectives of Michel Foucault, 
Antonio Gramsci and Stuart Hall on power, and then built on these to examine 
how space itself could be conceptualised as an ongoing process which was both 
constructed from, and in turn constructed, social relations. I worked in particular 
with six spatial frames which were modified from the spatial triads of Henri 
 
106 More about the costs of London Hackspace at https://london.hackspace.org.uk/cost-of-hacking/ and its 
choice to move from Hoxton to Wembley at https://groups.google.com/forum/#!msg/london-hack-space/coUcqsX-
Zis/D1gNWZACFwAJ.    
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Lefebvre and David Harvey in order to observe different aspects of how the spatial 
organisation of collections makerspaces might work in practice. This gave me the 
opportunity to start to situate space-making itself as a form of power, which is 
variously imagined, produced and enacted. It also allowed me to start to build an 
understanding of collections makerspaces as sites which may reinforce, resist or 
transform the dominant discourses of their host institutions.  
 
In the three empirical chapters which make up the heart of this thesis, four field 
sites were examined in-depth. These chapters illustrated how implicated I myself 
became in the workings of each space as a researcher-in-residence undertaking an 
action research ethnography. As I discussed in Chapter 4 when I introduced the 
epistemological and methodological framings of this project, my dual role as 
facilitator and user both troubled and enhanced my role as researcher. This meant 
that the ways that I engaged in action research, too, needed to be responsive to the 
particular characteristics and needs (or lack thereof) of each case study site I 
worked with. While my first aim upon starting this project had been to bring a 
grassroots maker culture ethos back into institutional environments by facilitating 
hands-on events, for example, I soon came to learn that in its own way, each space 
was already deeply engaged in maker practices. 
 
The process of interacting with four case study sites produced one of the first 
important findings of this work, which was that the experimental practices of 
collections makerspaces affected not only the subjectivities of their users or publics, 
but also (and in many cases, especially) those of institutional staff themselves. This 
finding propelled the study to evolve into more of an institutional ethnography 
than I had expected it to be, which enabled me to arrive at a key conclusion ² 
namely, that cultural institutions are not as impermeable to change as might be 
expected, and that one source of this permeability comes from their relations with 
their own staff. Understanding this meant that the research could move beyond my 
initial agenda to explore how collections makerspaces worked and how they tried to 
widen access to cultural collections, and examine hRZ Whe ¶VSace· Rf each fieOd ViWe 
was produced through the imaginaries, practices and relations of its social actors. 
 
In the case of the British Museum Samsung Digital Discovery Centre discussed in 
Chapter 5, my central aim had been to examine the complexities of a collections 
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makerspace that was dependent on the funding and goodwill of a global technology 
cRUSRUaWiRQ. TR P\ VXUSUiVe, I fRXQd WhaW iW ZaV QRW Whe VSace·V UeOaWiRQVhiS ZiWh 
Samsung that necessarily defined the ways it was enacted and understood, but 
rather the power relations of the British Museum itself. Its facilitators, for 
example, were given almost free reign to execute their tightly-constructed 
programming, which used Samsung devices and museum artefacts to guide school 
children and families through topics relevant to the U.K. national curriculum. Core 
WeQViRQV VWaUWed WR ePeUge, hRZeYeU, ZheQ iW caPe WR Whe SaPVXQg CeQWUe·V 
relations with the rest of the British Museum, which struggled to understand and 
articulate the work of the Centre due to long-reinforced traditions, logics and 
hierarchies. This revealed a collections makerspace that was at once more, and 
less, autonomous than might be assumed. 
 
At the Taylor Digital Studio at Tate Britain examined in Chapter 6, meanwhile, I 
encountered a collections makerspace in continual flux, which had learned to 
shape-shift in order to survive ² especially in response to its younger sister site 
Tate Exchange at Tate Modern. While Tate Exchange was only occasionally used 
as a collections makerspace due to its limited technical affordances and more 
generalist remit of inciting arts engagement, it was still much better resourced in 
terms of both staff time and institutional attention. This had caused particular 
interspace relations to emerge, which both challenged and sharpened the Digital 
SWXdiR·V fRcXV RQ iQ-depth sociotechnical engagements with Tate Britain 
collections. During my time with both spaces, I learned that their impacts were 
clearest for those who had engaged with them regularly ² encounters that imbued 
them with growing senses of their own agency, both as digital makers and as social 
actors within Tate itself. This had started to shift institutional power relations, by 
transferring agency from Tate to its publics and its staff. 
 
At the Wellcome Collection Reading Room discussed in Chapter 7, I engaged with 
another collections makerspace that was only sometimes enacted as such. This 
resulted both fURP Whe VSace·V OiPiWed WechQicaO affRUdaQceV, aQd also from the 
ambivalence with which its facilitators perceived the utility of sociotechnical 
engagements with Wellcome collections. Despite this, the Reading Room had been 
carefully designed with exactly the kinds of hands-on practices for material 
participation and co-production that were also widely deployed by the third- and 
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fourth-wave makerspaces discussed in Chapter 2. As a deliberately hybridised 
space that could be produced as a library, a museum, a public meeting grounds and 
a makerspace depending on how it was imagined by its facilitators and users, the 
Reading Room enriched my definition of what a collections makerspace could be, 
despite (and in some cases because) of its temporal limitations. 
 
The ways in which I observed the four field sites of this thesis to be articulated by 
the multiple actors involved in them, and the effects of these articulations on their 
own subjectivities, illustrated how the production of collections makerspaces is a 
continual process of social construction woven out of many layers of place-making, 
history and experience. This has enabled me to perceive how the relational space of 
collections makerspaces and the experimental material engagements they facilitate 
can both be contested by, and at the same time contest, institutional logics. As Hall 
aQd GUaPVci·V ZRUkV RQ cXOWXUaO hegePRQ\ haYe iOOXVWUaWed, contingent 
interactions like these can produce distortions RU ¶cUackV· in a system, which 
challenge the scripts of its dominant discourses by reconstructing them (Hall 1986, 
30²33). Here, space and time work in association, with the spatial form itself 
becRPiQg aQ acWRU WhaW caQ aOWeU ´Whe fXWXUe cRXUVe Rf Whe YeU\ hiVWRUieV WhaW haYe 
SURdXced iWµ (Massey 1992, 84). The mere act of augmenting an institutional space 
through the provision of an alternative space within it which encourages material 
participation and experimental practices, therefore, can be transformative. 
 
Now that I have examined how the field sites of this thesis work and the ways that 
they interact with institutions, I would like to briefly propose a new spatial frame 
that augments the six spatial frames introduced in Chapter 3. This frame allows 
me to articulate the relations of collections makerspaces in another way, by 
proposing a conceptual examination of the particular kind of spatiality that is 
produced by experimental spaces for material engagement in institutional 
territories. I call this frame ¶decRXSaged VSace·, aQd while it most readily applies to 
the field sites of this thesis, it can also be used to explore the ¶VSace-PakiQg· Rf 
other kinds of experimental spaces at other kinds of institutions that constitute 
social infrastructures, from libraries to schools. The WeUP ¶decRXSaged VSace· haV 
been derived from the term decoupage, a mode of craft production similar to 
collaging where a series of cutouts are arranged, layered on top of one another, and 
pasted onto a surface as a composite. Decoupage has been traced to middle class 
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women in seventeenth century Europe, who employed it as a tactic to decorate 
home furnishings (Coggan 2018). This has led to it being dismissed and devalued, 
like many other techniques employed by female craft makers, as an "art of the 
poor" which is "charmingly" attempted only by "amateurs" (Severs 2011, 183). As a 
material practice of layering "history upon history in space" (Coggan 2018, 87), 
however, decoupage can also be understood as a kind of tactical reassamblage or 
'hack' in its own right, which is intersected by the forces of gender, class and time.  
 
By working with the frame of decoupaged space, therefore, my aim is to highlight 
the multifaceted patchworks of makers, institutions and systems that are 
implicated in collaborative digitally-mediated environments like those of collections 
makerspaces. In a similar way to Whe ¶SURdXVage· (Bruns 2008, 2014) practices of 
users of interactive online platforms mentioned in Chapter 3, the practices of 
collections makerspace users also transcend dualitieV Oike ¶aPaWeXU· RU ¶e[SeUW·, aQd 
¶SURdXceU· RU ¶cRQVXPeU·, and can instead be found on a continuum that ranges from 
active creation to other engagements with, and uses of, knowledges and practices. 
However, where the engagements of collections makerspaces do move beyond 
concepts like produsage is in their materiality. By facilitating experimental peer 
production around artefacts through digital and craft tools, their engagements also 
affect the materiality of the institutional spaces within which they are placed. This 
makes collections makerspaces not only products, but also producers ² who may 
either support, or challenge, the ways-of-doing of their hosts. With a decoupaged 
spatial frame, therefore, the space being examined can be understood as produced 
through an inherently interactive process that involves three core features. 
 
First, the relations of decoupaged space, like the mutually dependent interactions 
of digital techQRORgieV aQd hXPaQV iQ KiWchiQ aQd DRdge·V RQWRgeQeWic VSace frame, 
aQd Whe aUWiVWic aQd eYRcaWiYe UeVSRQVeV Rf LefebYUe·V OiYed VSace frame, are co-
constitutive. This means that the interactions they facilitate between different 
kinds of actors (from cultural artefacts to digital technologies to institutional staff) 
take the form of reiterative or recursive practices, the interactions of which lead to 
the continual recreation of the space itself. At the Samsung Centre, for example, 
the infrastructural and digital affordances of the space are continually reimagined 
and iterated upon by site managers based on user feedback, which emerges from 
the process of making itself. 
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Second, decoupaged space is enacted through the processes of digital mediation ² 
which may involve digital tools like design software or a virtual reality headset; 
digital information like a web-based archive; or digital practices like learning about 
code through e-textiles. These interactions may transform the space into what 
Dodge/Kitchin (2005; 2011) have called a code/space like the Samsung Centre, 
where technological actors play prominent roles in its constitution ² or a 
coded/space like the Taylor Digital Studio, where technological actors are engaged 
with and help produce it at varying levels in different moments. This means that 
the space will be produced differently depending on the needs of its facilitators, and 
the actions of the diverse sociotechnical assemblages they bring together. This also 
means that the space-making of a decoupaged space is closely connected to time, 
because it may only be enacted for a few hours, as with the Reading Room, or for a 
period of years, as with the Digital Studio.  
 
Third, a decoupaged space is enacted within the bounds of an institutional space, 
such as a gallery or a library. The connections between a decoupaged space and its 
host space can first be understood through a relational space frame (Harvey 2004; 
Massey 1993). However, because these connections are also mediated through, and 
augmented by, digital practices, a decoupaged space is also transductive (Dodge 
and Kitchin 2005), in that these connections may also transform aspects of its host 
space. This might occur through the cRQWiQXaO ´PakiQg aQeZ Rf a dRPaiQµ (DRdge 
and Kitchin 2005, 15), in this case the domain of its institutional host, through its 
implementation of experimental and reiterative practices that augment the form 
and function Rf bRWh VSaceV· SURdXcWiRQ. 
 
As an extension of the frameworks of ontogenetic space and relational space, my 
application of a decoupaged space perspective to the field sites of this thesis has 
enabled me to start to articulate an alternative approach for examining how the 
digitally-layered and heterogeneous practices of spaces for creative 
experimentation can challenge the logics or ¶Za\V Rf dRiQg· Rf institutions. For 
implementation in future scenarios, this frame can be used both speculatively (for 
example, when determining how a potential space situated within a library might 
have an impact on the spaces of its host) and observationally (for example, when 
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exploring why a space like the Reading Room is only transductive temporarily 
when it engages in digitally-mediated practices). 
 
I will now add to this analysis, and also conclude the thesis, by articulating the five 
core conclusions of my research regarding the wider social impact of the kinds of 
field sites that I have called collections makerspaces. In doing so, I hope to lay the 
groundworks for further research at other kinds of decoupaged spaces in other 
kinds of environments.   
 
First, I have argued that collections makerspaces have emerged in museums in 
London as a result of a confluence of economic and social transformations that 
occurred in the U.K. from the 1970s onwards. They represent a new, fourth wave of 
elite and institutionalised makerspaces, the practices of which have been 
influenced by radical media lab and grassroots hacker- and makerspace traditions, 
as well as the traditions and experiments of cultural institutions, and yet operate 
independently of them.  
 
Second, I have argued that collections makerspaces are evolving, always-in-flux 
ecosystems ² their forms, functions and futures dependent on the aims of diverse 
constellations of internal and external actors. As a result, they are sometimes 
situated in tension with the significant social inequalities and power relations of 
their hosts, especially when their practices highlight or challenge the negative 
legacies of museums in the U.K., from colonial acquisition and artefact 
retentionism to issues with diversity, as discussed in Chapter 5. However, because 
they are always shape-shifting to remain responsive to their facilitators, users, 
funders and hosts, as discussed in Chapter 6, they are also resilient. 
 
Third, I have argued that collections makerspaces are not only spaces that are 
produced. They also produce. In particular, their peer production engagements 
foster new subjectivities amongst the facilitators and users who interact with them 
on a regular basis, as seen in their transduction of the perceptions of core 
institutional staff regarding their host institutions and subject-positions. 
 
Fourth, I have argued that collections makerspaces cannot be perceived of as 
panaceas for the issues of U.K. museums; for example, they cannot access hard-to-
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reach audiences or promote greater diversity on their own. Each space requires a 
passionate team of facilitators (made up of both institutional staff and community 
collaborators) as well as an engaged public of regular users in order to operate not 
only as another room in a museum, but also as a coherent space. They also require 
adequate resourcing and attention from their hosts. They are additionally 
embedded in broader political economies and flows of capital, influence and culture 
which may limit, and at other times enhance, their power as social actors. 
 
Fifth, I have argued that given the right circumstances, collections makerspaces 
can challenge the logics Rf iQVWiWXWiRQV fURP ZiWhiQ b\ ´deceQWeUiQgµ (Grayson and 
Little 2017, 72) the cultural hegemony of long-nurtured traditions, logics and 
hierarchies and opening up cultural collections more widely. By introducing new 
modes of knowledge sharing and production that reframe public engagements with 
cultural artefacts, they can enable new sociotechnical arrangements in ways that 
institutions themselves desire, for example by fostering greater diversity. 
 
These five core findings reveal that collections makerspaces can act as tactical 
laboratories that help bring about organisational change by challenging how 
institutions think and work from within. By encouraging experiments that reframe 
the ways that people think about, interact with and exchange their own cultural 
heritage, they can help foster more socially just negotiations between institutions 
and their publics. My research also suggests that decoupaged spaces more 
generally can reformat the power relations not only of museums, but also of many 
other kinds of institutions that may at first appear impervious to social change.  
 
As Stuart Hall, Doreen Massey and Martin Rustin have argued in the Kilburn 
Manifesto (2013), societal transformation can never be driven by a single motor, 
especially when it comes to institutional structures that are negotiated by systems 
and flows made up of myriad economic, political and ideological factors. Despite 
this, they emphasise, there is no such thing as a hegemonic closure, because 
´hegePRQieV aUe QeYeU cRPSOeWed SURjecWV: Whe\ aUe aOZa\V iQ cRQWeQWiRQ. TheUe aUe 
always cracks and contradictions ² aQd WheUefRUe RSSRUWXQiWieVµ (2013, 53:17). The 
wider social value, therefore, of institutionalised spaces for making can be seen in 
how they playfully articulate these tensions by challenging their hosts through 
material participation.  
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The collections makerspaces of this thesis have been animated by those who 
interact with them ² and in turn, they too animate. They do this not by merely 
resisting or reinforcing museum discourses but instead by reframing them, using 
making to widen access in new ways. In doing so, they reframe both cultural 
collections, and the subjectivities of those who work with them, making way for 
other kinds of creative experiments that reorganise how we view our world.  
 
It is here that their real power lies.  
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Appendix 1: Cited interviews 
1.1 V&A 
 
1. Irini Papadimitrou, digital programmes manager, V&A 
 
1.2 British Museum  
 
Note: While I have omitted specific interview dates to protect identities, all 
interviews occurred between the months of January and June of 2017. 
 
1. Manager #1, British Museum staff  
2. Manager #2, British Museum staff 
3. Manager #3, British Museum staff 
4. Manager #4, British Museum staff  
5. Collaborator #1, British Museum staff 
6. Collaborator #2, British Museum staff  
7. Facilitator #1, British Museum staff  
8. Facilitator #2, British Museum staff  
9. Facilitator #3, British Museum staff 
10. Facilitator #4, British Museum staff  
 
1.3 Tate  
 
Note: TDS: Taylor Digital Studio; TE: Tate Exchange. 
 
1. Jen Aarvold, senior digital producer, Tate Digital. Interview 26/10/17, TDS 
2. Kat Box, producer, Tate Kids. Interview 14/10/16, TDS 
3. Ruth Catlow, Co-founder, Furtherfield and artist-in-residence, Taylor 
Digital Studio. Interview 05/07/16, British Library 
4. Helen Cooper, manager, Tate National Programmes. Interview 14/12/16, 
TDS. 
5. Dan Crompton, head of A/V, Tate. Interview 27/02/17, TDS 
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6. Luca Damiani, producer, Taylor Digital Studio. Interviews 03/02/17, TDS 
and 07/02/17, TE 
7. Emilie Giles, co-founder, Codasign. Interview 06/02/17, Skype 
8. Anna Marie Gray, curator, Tate Schools and Teachers. Interview 18/11/16, 
TDS  
9. Sarah Horrocks, director, London Connected Learning Centre. Interview 
29/03/17, Skype 
10. Cristina Locatelli, doctoral researcher, ArtMaps. Interview 21/11/16, Skype  
11. John McNeill, researcher, Tate Collection Care. Interview 18/11/16, TDS 
12. RacheO NReO, cXUaWRU, YRXQg PeRSOe·V PURgUaPPeV. IQterview 11/11/16, TDS 
13. Rebecca Sinker, convener, Tate Digital Learning. Interview 25/01/17, TDS 
14. Leyla Tahir, digital producer, Tate Collectives. Interview 25/11/16, TDS 
15. Luisa Ulyett, curator, Tate Public Programmes. Interview 18/11/16, TDS 
16. Collaborator #1, Tate collaborator 
17. Facilitator #1, Tate staff 
18. Facilitator #2, Tate ex-staff 
19. Facilitator #3, Tate staff 
20. Facilitator #4, Tate staff 
21. Facilitator #5, Tate staff 
22. Facilitator #6, Tate staff 
23. Facilitator #7, Tate staff 
24. Facilitator #8, Tate staff 
25. Facilitator #9, Tate staff 
26. Facilitator #10, Tate staff 
 
1.4 Wellcome Collection 
 
1. Valerie Brown, events officer, Wellcome Collection. Interview 17/02/17, 
Wellcome Collection. 
2. Loesja Vigour, librarian, Wellcome Collection. Interview 14/03/17, Wellcome 
Collection. 
3. Nicola Cook, librarian, Wellcome Collection. Interview 14/03/17, Wellcome 
Collection. 
4. Solomon Szekir-Papasavva, librarian, Wellcome Collection. Interview 
17/02/17, Wellcome Collection. 
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5. Facilitator #1, Wellcome Collection staff 
6. Facilitator #2, Wellcome Collection staff 
7. Facilitator #3, Wellcome Collection staff 
8. Facilitator #4, Wellcome Collection staff 
9. Facilitator #5, Wellcome Collection staff 
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Appendix 2: Participant info & consent  
 
 
 
INFORMATION SHEET – Participant in Doctoral Research Study 
Hacking the Museum Together?  Spaces for Digital Making in London Cultural Institutions 
Reference ER/KB359/2 | Researcher: Kat Braybrooke | k.braybrooke@sussex.ac.uk 
  
SUMMARY 
 
You have been invited to take part in a research study about hands-on spaces for lo-fi and high-fi digital 
making and learning being opened within three cultural institutions (the Tate Britain, the British 
Museum and the Wellcome Collection) in London. Before you decide whether to take part, the 
researcher has put together this information sheet to give you a full understanding of the project and its 
goals. Please feel free to ask questions! 
 
WHAT IS THIS RESEARCH PROJECT ABOUT? 
 
This project is a 3-year doctoral study which takes an in-depth look at the social, cultural and political 
ecosystems emerging at a new generation of hands-on sites for digital making and learning being opened 
within three cultural heritage institutions in London  ͗ϭͿ The Tate Britain͛s Digital Studio  ͕ϮͿ The British 
Museum͛s Samsung Centre  ͕and ϯͿ The Wellcome Collection͛s Reading Room  ͘Specific attention is given to 
the unique circumstances of this institutionalization of digital making practices, and their effects on user 
participation and access. Research is ethnographic and hands-on, with the researcher making and learning 
alongside participants, in addition to building open digital archives like http://spacehacker.tumblr.com 
aimed at displaying findings in creative ways. 
 
WHAT DO I HAVE TO DO AS A PARTICIPANT? 
 
You have been asked to participate because of your relationship with the space and your use of it for 
making, curriculum development, learning, development and/or other institutional affiliations. The 
researcher would like to talk to you for under 1 hour about your experiences. This will an informal 
conversation  ͕so Ǉou don͛t have to prepare for it  ͘If Ǉou agree  ͕she maǇ also ask to spend time with you 
while you make things on-site, ask if you can speak again another day, or if you would like to collaborate 
on a hands-on digital community project together. 
 
DO I HAVE TO TAKE PART? WHAT IF I CHANGE MY MIND? 
 
It is entirely up to you to decide whether you would like to take part in this study. If you do decide to take 
part, you will be given this information sheet to keep for your records, and you will also be asked to sign a 
consent form. If you decide to stop taking part at any time, you are free to withdraw without giving a 
reason.  
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HOW WILL YOU USE MY DATA? HOW WILL CONFIDENTIALITY BE MANAGED? 
 
All interviews will be recorded and transcribed for the researcher͛ s use onlǇ by default (unless you have 
specified against this on your consent form). Content will be analysed as a site-based research finding. The 
researcher will protect your confidentiality and privacy, and will only use personal information in 
anonymized ways. You will not be named unless this is asked for specifically. Data will be stored securely 
on a password-protected server, and once the analysis is complete, deleted. Data will be held in 
accordance with the 1998 Data Protection Act. 
 
HOW WILL RESEARCH BE USED AND PUBLISHED? 
 
Findings will be shared openly and iteratively through lectures, conferences, publications, blog posts and 
magazine articles. Some user experiences will also be featured online through the development of a 
Tumblr-based digital archive of community activities built on-site, pending user permission. Best practices 
and key findings will be shared with each participating institution in report form. Research results will 
additionally be published as a doctoral dissertation for the researcher͛ s pursuit of a Doctorate of 
Philosophy ʹ  Media and Cultural Studies. We will be in touch with all participants when these outputs are 
published for your perusal. 
 
HOW ABOUT SAFEGUARDING, ESPECIALLY REGARDING YOUTH PARTICIPANTS?  
Overall, the intention in this research is to have no harmful impact on participants, and ultimately to 
enhance well-being, have interesting conversations, facilitate the development of skills and build new 
insight together through participation in an interesting project. All researchers involved in fieldwork will 
have an enhanced DBS to ensure this occurs. Equally, when working in institutional settings, researchers 
will follow the safeguarding policy of the organisation if there is any concern about potential harm to 
young participants or those close to them. 
WHO IS RUNNING THIS RESEARCH PROJECT? WHO FUNDS IT?  
 
The researcher responsible for this project is Kat Braybrooke, who is conducting the study while she is a 
doctoral candidate at the University of Sussex within the School of Media, Film and Music. This project has 
been fully funded for three years by the interdisciplinary University of Sussex Humanities Lab. It has been 
approved by the Social Sciences & Arts Cross-Schools Research Ethics Committee (C-REC).  
 
WHO CAN I CONTACT FOR FURTHER INFORMATION? 
 
If you have any concerns or questions related to your participation or the project itself, please feel free to 
get in touch with the researcher, Kat Braybrooke, via k.braybrooke@sussex.ac.uk. If you have any 
concerns about the ǁaǇ the studǇ has been conducted  ͕Ǉou can contact Kat͛s supervisor Tim Jordan via 
t.jordan@sussex.ac.uk. The University of Sussex has insurance in place to cover its legal liabilities in respect 
of this study. 
 
WITH GRATITUDE! 
 
Thank you very much for taking the time to read this information sheet. I look forward to collaborating 
with you in the research, and exploring making and learning experiences together on-site! 
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CONSENT FORM – Adult Participant in Doctoral Study 
Hacking the Museum Together?  Spaces for Digital Making in London Cultural Institutions 
Reference ER/KB359/2 | Researcher: Kat Braybrooke | k.braybrooke@sussex.ac.uk 
 
1. In  signing below, I accept the following statements:  
 
a. I agree to participate in this University of Sussex research project. 
b. I have had the project explained to me in full, and I have read the Information Sheet, which 
I may keep for my records.   
c. I understand that this collaboration may include an interview and/or observation of my 
participation in lo-fi or hi-fi digital making tools, methods or activities. 
d. I understand that my participation is voluntary, that I can choose not to participate in part 
or all of the project, and that I can withdraw at any stage without being penalised or 
disadvantaged in any way. 
e. I understand how my data will be handled, and that it will not be shared with any other 
organization without my consent. 
f. I am aware of who to contact if I have questions or concerns.  
g. I understand that this project has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the 
University of Sussex. 
h. I consent to my personal information being used for the study. I understand it will be 
treated as strictly confidential and handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act of 
1998. 
 
2. I allow the researcher to refer to me in the following way (please circle one): 
 
a. I can be quoted in reports about this research, and I am happy for my first name and/or 
institutional affiliation to be used [e.g. first name; organisational role] 
b. I can be quoted in reports about this research, but these must be ascribed to an alias [e.g. 
fictional name; name of organisation only] 
c. I can be quoted in reports about this research, but it must be fully anonymised [e.g. 
fictional name, generic job title,  generic description of organisation type (e.g. a shared 
machine shop at a UK cultural institution)]. 
 
3. If I am being interviewed, I agree to it being recorded in the following way (please circle one): 
 
a. I am happy for the researcher to record the interview to be transcribed afterward. 
b. I ask that the interview is not recorded. 
 
Name ͙ ͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙ 
 
Signature  ͘ ͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙ ͙͘ 
 
Date ͙ ͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙͙ ͙͘͘  
 
